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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue Lorp Cuancettor will sit on Monday afternoon 
‘next at the House of Lords, after the rising of the Court 
-of Appeal, to continue the hearing of the patent case, 
which has occupied him already two afternoons in the 
{present month. 


Ir HAS BEEN ARRANGED that the Lord Chancellor will 
‘on Saturday visit the building of the Royal Courts of 
Justice, in order to ascertain the progress of the works 
and the nature of the accommodation proposed to be 
-afforded in the courts. 





Tur Aprrtiate Junisprorion Act, 1876, provides that 
whenever any two of the paid judges of the Judicial 
‘Committee have died or resigned, her Majesty may, 
upon an address from both Houses of Parliament, repre- 
senting that the state of business in the High Court of 
‘Justice is such as to require the appointment of an 
‘additional judge, appoint a new judge of the High 
Court, It is worthy of consideration whether this 














provision should not be amended so as to apply upon the 
death of any one of the paid judges of the Judicial 

Committee, so as to enable the salary of the late judge 
of the Judicial Committee to be appropriated to furnish- 
ing additional strength to the bench of the High Court. 

While we think the policy of refusing without urgent 
necessity to increase the number of the judges is a 
sound one, it must not be forgotten that since the 

transfer of three of the judges of the High Court to the 
Court of Appeal, Parliament has made further claims 
upon judicial time by requiring election petitions to be 
heard before two judges; and the present unavoidable 
but lamentable scarcity of judges is certain to give rise 
to a block of business resulting in an outcry against our 
legal system. 









Mr. Forster’s crrcurar to the Irish magistrates ap- 
pears to be mainly based upon the Irish statute, 15 & 16 
Geo. 3, c. 21, which was passed in 1775, “ to prevent and 
punish tumultuous risings of persons within this kingdom, 
and for other purposes.”” The preamble of the statute 
recites that it has frequently happened of late years in 
different parts of this kingdom that several persons, 
calling themselves Whiteboys and others, as well by 
night as in the day-time, have, in a riotous, disorderly, 
and tumultuous manner, assembled together, and have 
abused and injured the persons, habitations, and prop- 
erties of many of his Majesty’s loyal and faithful sub- 
jects, and have taken and carried away their horses and 
arms, and have compelled them to surrender up, quit, 
and leave their habitations, farms, and places of abode ; 
and have with threats and violence imposed sundry 
oaths and solemn declarations contrary to law, and 
solicited several of his Majesty’s subjects by threats 
and promises to join with them in such their mischievous 
and iniquitous proceedings ; and have also sent threaten- 
ing and incendiary letters to several persons, to the great 
terror of his Majesty’s peaceable subjects.” The Act 
(among many other provisions) makes it a misde- 
meanour for persons to assemble by night armed with 
firearms or any offensive weapon, or disguised in 
any manner, or with any particular badge, dress, or 
uniform not usually worn, or assuming ““any particular 
name or denomination not usually assumed ‘by his 
Majesty’s subjects upon their lawful occasions.” Another 
section makes it a felony to rise or assemble in the 
manner before mentioned, and to wilfully or malici- 
ously shoot at, maim, or disfigure any person or 
persons; or to send a letter (with or without fictitious 
names) threatening to injure any person or property; 
or to unlawfully compel (or attempt by force, threats, or 
menaces to compel) any of his Majesty's subjects to 
quit their habitation, farm, place of abode, or lawful 
employment. 





Tue Mastsr or tue Rotts, during the hearing of the 
appeal of Bird v. Harris on Wednesday last, gave an 
important explanation of the observations of Lord Eldon 
on solicitor’s retainer in Wright v. Castle (3 Mer. 12), 
to which we recently referred (ante, p. 66). He pointed 
out that when Lord Expon said that if “ there is nothing 
but assertion against assertion, the court will say that the 
solicitor ought to have secured himself by having an 
authority in writing,” he meant ‘‘ where there is only 
the assertion of one man against the assertion of another 
man.” Tord Expon did not mean that where there is 
the assertion of the client on one side, and the assertion 
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of two credible men on the other side, the solicitor must 
show a written retainer. This, if we may venture to say 
so, is in accordance with common sense, and is not in- 
consistent with the remarks of Lord Lanepats in Allen v. 
Bone (4 Beav. 493), where he said that “if the solicitor’s 
authority is disputed, it is for him to prove it, and if he 
has no written authority, and there is nothing but asser- 
tion against assertion, the court will treat him as un- 
authorized, and he must abide by the consequences of 
his neglect.” We take it, therefore, that, for the future, 
whenever a solicitor’s retainer to commence proceedings 
is denied, and the solicitor is unable to show a written 
retainer, yet if he can produce any evidence of the 
retainer to corroborate his own assertion, the question 
of retainer will be, so to speak, at large; and will be 
decided by the court as a question of fact upon the evi- 
dence. This was the course taken by the Court of 
Appeal in the case of Bird v. Harris, in which the recent 
decision of Vice-Chancellor Bacon was reversed. 





Tue peatH of Sir James Corvire occasions the first 
vacancy among the paid judges of the Judicial Com- 
mittee of the Privy Council which has arisen since the 
passing of the Judicial Committee Act, 1871 (34 & 35 
Vict. c. 91). There appears to be no power to ap- 
point a successor to the late judge. Section 1 of 
the Act empowered her Majesty to appoint four paid 
members of the Judicial Committee, with power to fill 
any vacancies among them “ from time to time within 
two years after the passing of this Act,’ but the new 
judges were to “hold their offices subject to such 
arrangements as may be hereafter made by Parlia- 
ment for the constitution of a Supreme Court of Appel- 
late Jurisdiction.’’ Section 14 of the Appellate Juris- 
diction Act, 1876 (39 & 40 Vict. c. 59), recites that the 
power given by the Act of 1871 of filling vacancies in 
the offices of the persons appointed members of the 
Judicial Committee under that Act “ has lapsed by efflux 
of time, and her Majesty has no power to fill any such 
vacancies,”’ and goes on to provide that, after the occur- 
rence of two vacancies among the paid judges of the 
Judicial Committee, her Majesty may appoint a third 
Lord of Appeal in Ordinary; and that on the death or 
resignation of the two remaining paid judges, her 
Majesty may appoint a fourth Lord of Appeal in Ordin- 
ary. Since section 6 of the Act of 1876 provides that ‘‘ a 
Lord of Appeal in Ordinary shall, if a Privy Councillor, 
be a member cf the Judicial Committee of the Privy 
Council, and, subject to the due performance by a Lord 
of Appeal in Ordinary of his duties as to the hearing and 
determining of appeals in the House of Lords, it shall be 
his duty, being a Privy Councillor, to sit and act as a 
member of the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council,” 
it appears to have been contemplated that there would be 
a practical fusion of the appellate jurisdiction of the 
House of Lords and Privy Council. 





Art texcrs the solicitors of the City of London are 
enabled to breathe more freely. Mr. Commissioner 
Kzzz has got a new object of animosity, and just as the 
erection of a lofty neighbouring building is some 
preservative against lightning, co it is hoped that the 
creation of 2 new enmity may serve to divert the 
thunderbolts of the learned commissioner from the 
solicitors. If this is not correct analogy, we would put 
the matter in another way. If, as the commissioner 
says, be bas acquired “a very strong opinion” about the 


working man, we cannot but hope that the extreme 
strength of the opinion he has hitherto entertained about 
solicitors may have been somewhat diminished. It seems 
reasonable to suppose that only a certain amount of 
dislike-force can be resident within any moral rature, 
and if thet force is divided over two objects, it must be 
weakened in ite intensity. 


We cannot help feeling, 








however, some diffidence in thus limiting the mora} 
intensity of the learned commissioner, and we shall not 
feel happy till he has declared the working man to be 
the greatest impostor of the day. At present he has only 
said that he is ‘* one of the greatest impostors of the day.’” 





ATTENTIVE READERS of the Law Reports’ head-notes 
may be led to doubt whether the Judicature Acts have 
entirely succeeded in extinguishing the various courts 
which were in existence prior to the year 1873. It is 
stated in the head-note to Stoomvaart Maatschappy 
Nederland v. Peninsular and Oriental Steam Naviga- 
gation Company (L. R. 5 App. 876), that “ the judg- 
ment of the Court of Admiralty was restored,” although 
the collision which gave rise to the litigation took place 
nearly three years after that court had ceased to exist. 
A certain “ poetic licence” appears, however, to be- 
claimed for Law Reports’ head-notes, for in the head- 
note to In re Metropolitan District Railway Company 
v. Cosh (L. R. 13 Ch. D. 607), Lord Justice James is 
represented as concurring in the judgment of the 
Court of Appeal, although the report does not show 
him to have been present at the hearing of the case or 
upon the delivery of the judgments. 








WRITS OF ELEGIT OF GOODS. 


A LITTLE paragraph recently appeared in the daily 
newspapers stating that for some reason or other writs 
of elegit had become much more numerous of late. The 
reason, which to the writer of the paragraph was evidently 


a mystery, was well enough known to the initiated ; the 


initiated being those practitioners who keep their eyes 
open to the short reports of current cases which are: 
published in this journal and elsewhere. At the 
beginning of August last we printed a report of the case 
of Lz parte Abbott, In re Gourlay, decided a few days 
before by the Court of Appeal, which showed how, by 
the writ of elegit, section 87 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1869, could be evaded. Ever since, many astute prac- 
titioners have developed a strong partiality for this writ ; 
and what Lord Justice James described as ‘‘ an absurd 
anachronism ’”’ has now become an every-day proceeding. 


The way this result was attained was this. Section. 


87 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, as we all know, provides 
that “‘ where the goods of any trader have been taken in 
execution in respect of a judgment for a sum exceeding 
£50, and sold,” the sheriff shall retain “ the proceeds of 
such sale” in his hands for fourteen days, and upon 
notice being served on him within that period of 
a bankruptcy petition having been presented against 
such trader, shall hold ‘the proceeds of such sale,’ 
after deducting expenses, on trust to pay the same to- 
the trustee. It will be seen that these words are uppli- 
cable only to the case where the goods of the debtor have 
been taken in execution and sold; in that case, the 
sheriff is to hold the proceeds of sale as directed. Now, 
under the writ of elegit there can be no proceeds of 
sale of the goods taken, for the writ directs the sheriff 
to deliver the goods to the creditor. The form of the 
writ, as given in appendix F., No. 2, to the Rules 


of the Supreme Court, commands the sheriff to “ cause: 


to be delivered to the said A. B., by a reasonable price: 
and extent, all the goods and chattels of the said C. D., 
in your bailiwick, except his oxen and beasts of the 
plough, . . . to hold the said goods and chattels to 
the said A, B. as his proper goods aad chattels.” It is 
too clear for argumeut that the language of section 87 
does not cover the case of goods taken under a writ of 
eleggit. No doubt the framer of that section, owing to 
the extreme infrequency of these write in relation to 
goods and chattels, overlooked altogether the possibility 
of goods being seized under them, ‘his omission could 
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not be supplied without judicial legislation of a kind 
not now in vogue. 

But a-more plausible contention was raised in 
Ea parte Abbot as to the mode of execution of 
the writ. It was urged that the sheriff had no 
right to take possession of the goods until after they 
had been appraised by a jury. The facts of the 
case were these:—On the 30th of June the sheriff 
issued the warrant to his bailiff, and on the same day the 
bailiff took possession of some goods and chattels of the 
debtor. On the morning of the lst of July an inquisi- 
tion was held before the sheriff, when the jury found 
that the debtor, on the 28th of June, and on the date of 
the inquisition, “ was possessed in his own right of the 
goods and chattels named in the schedule hereto of the 
price of £327, as of his own proper goods and chattels.” 
The proceedings on the inquisition commenced at 10.30 
a.m. and were concluded at 11.15 am. Later in the 
day the sheriff delivered the goods and chattels men- 
tioned in the schedule to the inquisition to the judgment 
creditor. At the time when this delivery was made, the 
judgment creditor had no notice of any act of bank- 
ruptcy having been committed by the debtor. He had, 
however, in‘fact, filed a liquidation petition at 10.30 
am. on the Ist of July. The trustee in the 
liquidation claimed the goods, on the ground 
that, as the sheriff had no power to seize the goods 
until they had been appraised, the creditor was not a 
secured creditor before the liquidation petition was filed. 
Now the Statute of Westminster the Second (13 Edw. 
1, c. 18), which first gave the writ, says nothing about 
the seizure by the sheriff. It only provides that “the 
sheriff shall deliver unto him [the creditor] all the chattels 
of the debtor, saving only his oxen and beasts of his 
plough . . . until the debt be levied upon a reasonable 
price or extent.” The question of the legal right of the 
sheriff to seize before the inquisition is therefore left in 
doubt, but it appears that the practice has always been 
for the sheriff to seize the goods, just as he does under a 
ji. fa., and to retain them in his custody until they 
have been appraised, when they are delivered to the 
creditor. The court thought that, having regard to this 
established practice, they could not say that the sheriff 
did not do his duty in seizing the goods, or hold that the 
creditor was not a secured creditor, just as he would 
an been if the sheriff had been in possession under a 

- fa. 

The result, as Lord Justice James said, is to make 
section 87 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, a laughing- 
stock. It cannot be doubted that in any bankruptcy 
legislation which may take place in the next session of 


Parliament this ingenious mode of evasion will be put an. 


end to. 





It has been decided to establish at Hanley, North Staf- 
fordshire, a Court of Quarter Sessions. The first Recorder 
will be Mr. J. B. Brindley, of the Oxford Circuit. 


The Scottish Journal of Jurisprudence contains an inter- 
esting article on Legal Education and the Scottish Universi- 
ties. It appears that in the University of Edinburgh, which is 
the chief school for students of law in Scotland, a professor of 
public law and the law of nature and nations was first 
instituted in 1707. In 1710 the town council of Edipbargb, 
“having taken into consideration the great utility of a pub- 
lic teacher of the civil law in their college, and that for want 
of such young gentlemen disposed to that study were obliged 
to go abroad to foreign universities,” appointed a professor of 
civil law. In 1722 a professorship of Scots law was for 
the first time instituted on the representation of Mr. Alex- 
ander Bayne, himself the first professor, “how much it 
would be for the interest of the nation, and of this city, to 
have a professor of the law of Scotland placed in the univer- 
sity of this city, not only for teaching the Scots law, but also 
for qualifying of writers for his weeny signet.” In 1825 
the writers to the signet, with the liberality and public spirit 
which has distinguished that corporation, and gives it its 
distinction much more than any of its exclusive privileges, 
established a professor of conveyancing, 





EXECUTION ON GOODS OF A 
COMPANY. 


Ir the goods of a company have been taken in execution 
under a fi fa for a sum exceeding £50 and sold, is the 
sheriff bound to retain the proceeds of sale in his hands 
for fourteen days, as he would be in the case of the 
goods ofa trader? This question has been answered in 
the affirmative by the Master of the Rolls in Re Printing 
and Numerical Registering Company (26 W. R. 627, L. 
R. 8 Ch. D. 535), and in the negative by Mr. Justice Fry 
in Re Richards and Ccmpany (27 W. R. 530, L. R. 11 
Ch. D. 676). We understand that very recently the 
Master of the Rolls again answered the question iz the 
affirmative, but his lordship at the same time suggested 
an appeal. The time limited for appealing has, however, 
been allowed to expire without any appeal having been 
lodged. 

The true answer cannot be found until the meaning 
of the 10th section of the Judicature Act, 1875, is 
ascertained. That section, so far as itis material to the 
present discussion, is as follows:—‘‘In the winding up 
of any company under the Companies Acts, 1862 and 
1867, whose assets may prove to be insufficient for the 
payment of its debts and liabilities and the costs of 
winding up, the same rules shall prevail and be observed 
as to the respective rights of secured and unsecured 
creditors, and as to debts and liabilities proveable, and 
as to the valuation of annuities and future and contin- 
gent liabilities respectively, as may be in force for the 
time being under the law of bankruptcy with respect to 
the estates of persons adjudged bankrupt; and all per- 
sons wko in any such case would be entitled to prove for 
and receive dividends out of the assets of such company 
may come in under the winding up of such company, 
and make such claims against the same as they may 
respectively be entitled to by virtue of this Act.” 

Even in the construction of the wills of testators 
inopes consilii, words are to be taken in their grammati- 
cal sense, unless a clear intention to use them in some 
other sense can be found. In the construction of Acts 
of Parliament the rules are more strict. The meaning 
of plain words can only be controlled by words equally 
plain (Bentley v. Rotherham and Kimberworth Local 
Board of Health, L. R. 4 Ch. D. 588). Now what 
is the plain grammatical meaning of the expression, 
“The respective rights of secured and unsecured credi- 
tors?” We submit that it cannot be distinguished from 
the expression, “The rights of secured and unsecured 
creditors respectively.” If this be the correct gramma- 
tical construction, every creditor of a company would 
have the same right as he would have in bankruptcy, 
not only as against every other creditor, but as 
against a stranger—e.g., a person whose goods were in 
the order and disposition of the company. There is, no 
doubt, a slight difficulty in carrying out the grammatical 
construction, for there are different rules in the bank~- 
ruptcy of traders and non-traders. But the court, of 
course, would not hesitate to supply the omission of the 
Legislature and say that the rules in the bankruptcy of 
traders should apply. To this, we contend, the court 
should, if possible, give effect ; unless, by so doing, an 
absurdity, which the Legislature could not have in- 
tended, would be produced. 

A very short consideration of the supposed enactment, 
that every creditor in a winding up is to have the same 
right as he would have in bankruptcy, will, however, 
suffice to show that it would be difficult, if possible, to 
carry it out. On bankruptey the estate vests in the 
trustee, and his title relates back, not merely to the act of 
bankruptcy on which the adjudication is made, but, if 
prior acts of bankruptcy can be proved, to the 
first act of bankruptcy committed within twelve 
months before the order of adjudication. And itisa 
right of every creditor to have the whole estate thus 
vested in the trustee distributed. On a winding-up 
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order being made, however, no property is vested in the 
liquidator by virtue of the Companies Acts; and there 
is no relation back. In order, then, that every right of 
a creditor of a company in course of being wound up 
may be the same as the right of a creditor of a bankrupt, 
the High Court would have to make considerable altera- 
tions in the Companies Acts. We come, then, to the 
conclusion that the Legislature. could not have intended 
what the literal meaning of the words of the section 
seems to imply. 

It is then, we presume, the duty of the court to guess 
what the Legislature intended by this very remark- 
able section. Now, before the Judicature Act, a 
creditor of a company holding security was entitled 
to prove in the winding up for the whole of his 
debt (Kellock’s case, 16 W. R. 688, L. R. 3 Ch. 769); 
whilst the rule in bankruptcy was that he must realize 
or value his security, and prove for the balance only. 
We think that the intention of the 10th section of the 
Judicature Act, as regards the rights of creditors, was 
merely to make this bankruptcy rule applicable in the 
winding up of companies and in the administration of 
estates. 


The judges of the High Court entertain curiously 
different views as to the language of this section. Thus 
Bacon, V.C., in Re Stockton Iron Furnace Company (27 
W. BR. 433, L. R. 10 Ch. D. 335), says, “ Ican hardly con- 
ceive any words in which the meaning could be more 
distinctly expressed or an enactment more plain and 
positive” ; and afterwards in Re General Works Company 
(L. R. 12 Ch. D. 755), he said it was ‘‘ plain enough in its 
terms,” and yet, in that case, he decided that the rule that 
& contributory cannot set off a judgment debt due to him 
from the company against calls made upon him by the 
official liquidator in the winding up of the company, has 
been affected by the section—a decision, we venture to 
think, in direct opposition to the grammatical meaning 
of the words of the section. On the other hand, Mr. 
Justice Fry thinks the words somewhat obscure (Re West 
of England Bank, 27 W. BR. 869, L. R. 12 Ch. D. 828) ; 
and the Master of the Rolls says, ‘‘ What the precise 

of the section is, I think, no one can positively 
say” (Re Printing and Numerical Registering Company, 
26 W. BR. 627, L. R. 7 Ch. D. 535). 

Three interpretations have been put upon the section 
by the judges—(1) the literal one; (2) a construction 
giving a peculiar force to the word ‘‘respective,” and 
reading the words ‘‘ respective rights of secured and 
unsecured creditors” as if it had been ‘‘ rights of secured 
creditors as against unsecured creditors ;” and (3) the 
one for which we contend. 

Vice-Chancellor Bacon, and Mr. Justice Fry have 
given effect to the literal meaning. Thus Bacon, 
V.C., in Re Stockton [ron Furnace Company (27 
W. BR. 433, L. BR. 10 Ch. D. 335), decided that 
the reputed ownership rule applied to the winding up 
of companies. On appeal, the view taken by the court 
made it unnecessary to decide the point. We may here 
mention that this case was not followed by the Master 
of the Rolls in Re Crumlin Viaduct Works Company 
(27 W. BR. 722, L, BR. 11 Ch. D. 755). But the reason 
given by the Master of the Rolls for his decision was 
that the rule as to reputed ownership did not affect 
the rights cf creditors of the bankrupt at all, but the 
true owners of property. We would venture to suggest 
that it does affect their rights; because, if it is not 
applied, they get so much the less. A very literal con- 
struction was put upon the subsequent part of the sec- 
tion by Mr. Justice Fry, in Re West of England Bank 
(27 W. BR. 869, L. B. 12 Ch. D. 823), where he 
held that a creditor of a banking company in liquida- 
tion, who is also a shareholder in the company, is 
entitled to receive a dividend on his debt, if he has 
2 Fae seew pends him; and that this section 

not altered his right. The ground of the decision 
was that the only part of the section material to the 
case was “as to debte and liabilities proveable,” and 





that this dealt only with his right of proof, and not with 
his right to receive dividends. Some judges have, 
however, refused to apply bankruptcy rules in winding 
up companies, on the ground that section 10 made them 
applicable only in the case of insolvent companies 
(Moor v. Anglo-Ftalian Bank, 27 W. R. 652, L. R. 10 
Ch. D. 681; Re Richards and Company, 27 W. R. 530, 
L, R.11 Ch. D. 676; Re Stanhope Silkstone Collieries 
Company, 27 W. R. 561, L. R. 11 Ch. D. 160). We 
venture to think that this is not a sufficient reason for 
deciding once for all that the bankruptcy rule is not to 
be applied; particularly when, as was the casein Le 
Richards and Company, and Re Stanhope Silkstone 
Collieries Company, there was every reason for thinking 
that the company would not be able to pay its creditors 
and the costs of winding up. 

The second ‘method of construction of the section 
seems to have been adopted by the Master of the Rolls in 
Re Albion Steel and Wire Company (26 W. R. 348, 
L. R. 7 Ch. D. 547), and Re Printing and Numerical 
Registering Company (26 W. R. 627, L. R. 7 Ch. D. 535). 
By section 32 of the Bankruptcy Act, local rates and 
clerks’ salaries have priority. The Master of the Rolls 
held in Re Albion Steel and Wire Company that section 
10 of the Judicature Act did not give local rates priority 
in the winding up; and yet, in Re Norton Ironworks 
Company (26 W. R. 53) he gave clerks’ salaries priority. 
We are unable to reconcile these decisions. In Re 
Printing and Numerical Registering Company he 
decided that an execution creditor is a secured creditor 
within the meaning of the 10th section, and then he 
applied that section to him to deprive him of his 
security. 

The third construction has been put on the section 
by Vice-Chancellor Malins in Re Coal Consumers’ 
Association (25 W. R. 300, L. R. 4 Ch. D. 625), and by 
James, L.J., in Zee v. Nuttall (27 W. R. 805, L. R. 12 
Ch. D. 61). In the latter case it was decided that an 
executor’s right of retainer was not affected by the 
section, and James, L.J., said, “ The sole object of the 
section, as it appears to me, was to get rid of the rule in 
chancery under which a secured creditor could prove for 
the full amount of his debt and realize his security 
afterwards, and to put him on the same footing as in 
bankruptcy—where he was only entitled to prove for the 
balance after realizing or valuing his security.” Decisions 
in accordance with the limited construction of the 
section have also been given in Re Knott (L. R. 7 Ch. D. 
549 (n)); Hx parte Railway Steel and Plant Company 
(L. R. 8 Ch. D. 183); Smith v. Morgan (L. R. 5 C. P. D. 
337); and Re Bridgewater Engineering Company (L. R. 
12 Ch. D. 181). But as no reason is given for these 
decisions, they do not greatly assist the present dis- 
cussion. 

We have only now to refer to the decision in the case of 
Re Westbourne Grove Drapery Company (25 W. R. 509, 
L. R. 5 Ch. D. 248), that a lessor of a company is not by 
section 10 enabled to prove in respect of future rent 
due under the lease, there being no rent then in arrear. 
The reason given for the decision is that in bankruptcy 
the trustee may disclaim, whilst this section did not 
enable the liquidator to do so. 

It will be seen, then, that we think the decision of 
Mr. Justice fry in Re Richards and Company correct 
(although we arrive at the result by a different process of 
reasoning); and that the question at the commencement of 
this article should be answered in the negative. 





The following are the circuits chosen by the judges for the 
ensuing Winter Assizes, at which both civil and criminal work 
will be taken :—Western Circuit, Lord Justice Baggalla 
and Mr. Justize Lopes ; North-Easterf, Lord Justice Lus 
and Mr, Justice my ; Northern, Mr. Justice Field 
and a Commissioner; M diand, Mr, Justice Denman anda 
Commissioner ; South-Eastern, Mr. Justice Lindley and Mr. 
Justice Hawkins ; North Wales, Mr, Justice Fry ; South 
| Wales, Mr. 
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Justice Stephen ; Oxford, Mr. Justice Williams 
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RECENT DECISIONS. 


DARRELL ». TIBBITTS, C.A,, 29 W. R. 66. 


The principle that a contract for insurance against fire 
-in the ordinary form is a contract of indemnity only, 
was finally settled by the Court of Appeal in North 
British and Mercantile Insurance Company v. London, 
Liverpool, and Globe Insurance Company (L. R. 5 Oh. 
D. 576), and in that case it was held that if the assured, 
having a right to indemnity against a third person, came 


upon the insurance company, the latter were entitled to 


be subrogated in the place of the assured. The decision 
in the present case is a necessary consequence of the 
doctrine thus laid down. A landlord let a house by a 


“lease which contained a covenant binding the tenant to 


repair in case of damage to the house by explosion of 
gas, and a covenant by the landlord to insure the house. 
The landlord insured’ by a policy which extended to 
damage by explosion of gas; damage by a gas explosion 
occurred ; the tenant repaired the damage ; the insurance 
company paid compensation under the policy, but, on dis- 


covering that the tenant had repaired thedamage, brought 


an action to recover the compensation. It was held that 
they were entitled to recover it. The chief interest 
of this decision lies in its effect on the forms of leases of 
houses. It is clear that for the future, wherever a 
landlord is willing to covenant to insure and to apply the 
insurance moneys in rebuilding, the tenant ought to insist 
on an exception exactly corresponding to the liability 


-of the insurance company on the policy being in- 


troduced into the tenant’s covenant to repair. For 
instance, if the policy renders the company responsible 
in case, not only of damage by fire, but of explosion by 
gas, the exception in the covenant to repair should be 
“damage by fire or explosion of gas excepted.” The 
landlord ought not in reason to object to this exception, 
for (assuming the solvency of the insurance company) 
the only result of excluding it would be to benefit the 
insurance company. 





IN RE COPE, COPE v. COPE, M.R., 29 W. R. 98. 


There has been considerable doubt about the powers 
of an administrator durante minore cetate, and it is satis- 


“factory to have this doubt dispelled by the authority of 


the Master of the Rolls, though, if we may say so with 
-Geference, we should have been better satisfied if it had 
been necessary for the decision of the case to dispel it, and 
if in dispelling it, the learned judge had avoided the 
“ great-coat and walking-stick ” style of decision, a style 
very unusual at the Rolls. We would humbly submit that 
neither Bacon’s Abridgment, title Executors, nor Williams 
on Executors, is properly described as ‘‘ obscure dicta 
in some musty old law books.” At all events, this was 
not the view adopted by the Vice-Chancellor of Ireland 
in the very recent case of In re Robinson and Sords 
(L. R. Ir. 3 Ch. D, 429), where he said that he looked 
“upon the authority of Mr. Justice Williams, in his book 
on Execcutors, as being nearly as conclusive as that of a 
judicial decision;” and proceeded to adopt the 
language of Mr. Justice Williams, which he described as 
laying down the law on this subject as follows: 
“That an administrator durante minore cetate has 
but a limited and special property in the estate 
of the deceased, and no interest or benefit in 
‘the intostate’s estate but in right ot the infant, 
‘though he may do all acts which are incumbent 
on an executor, and which are for the advantage of the 
infant and the estate of the deceased; he may, therefore, 
sell bona itura, as a bailiff may—such as fat 
cattle, grain, or anything else which may be the 
worse for keeping, and may sell goods for the payment 
-of debts, and may sue and be sued. But he cannot do 
anything to the prejudice of the infant, and therefore he 
cannot sell the goods of the deceased any further than 








miay be necessary for payment of debts, nor can he 
sella term of years during the minority of the infant.” 

In the recent case, an administrator durante minore 
etate mortgaged his intestate’s share in a general resi- 
due, and eventually sold the equity of redemption to 
the mortgagees. The infant next of kin impeached 
these transactions, and alleged that the mortgages and 
the sale were to their prejudice. The Master of the 
the Rolls held that the limit to the administration, in 
the case of an administrator durante minore ectate, 
is the minority of the person, but there is no other 
limit. ‘He is an ordinary administrator. He is ap- 
pointed for the very purpose of getting in the estate, and 
paying the debts, and selling it in the usual way, and 
the property vests in him. I am of opinion that he 
clearly can sell for the purpose of paying the debts. In 
this case there is no doubt of there being debts, and 
there is no allegation that he sold for any other pur- 
poses. Then it is said that the sale is prejudicial. That 
may be. It very often is prejudicial for a man to pay 
his debts.” The learned judge allowed a demurrer to 
the statement of claim. 

The case before the Irish Vice-Chancellor does not 
appear to have been brought to the notice of the 
Master of the Rolls, but it will be observed that, although 
the observations of the learned judge were very sweeping, 
yet, if the sale was necessary for the purpose of paying 
debts, his decision is not inconsistent with the law 
as laid down by Williams and adopted by the Irish 
Court. 





REVIEWS. 


MERCHANT SHIPPING, 


A Treatise on THE Law or Mercuant SuHrrprne AnD 
Freicut. By James T. Foarp, Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Sons, and Waterlow & Sons, Limited. 


If there is at present, as some of the legal profession 
complain, a lack of mercantile business, the law of 
merchant shipping does not, at any rate, lack expositors. 
Considering the large number of new treatises or new 
editions of works on this branch of the law which have 
recently been, or are shortly to be, published, we can 
hardly agree with Mr. Foard that a book of reference on 
the subject ‘“‘seems most urgently needed.” Still, the 
work which he has just published has its distinctive 
merits, the principal being, to our mind, that the book 
is brought within moderate limits as regards size, and 
that the recent decisions on the subjects with which it 
deals are noted up with praiseworthy diligence and re- 
search. Indeed, as regards the latter point, Mr. Foard 
has, we think, erred on the side of excessive industry 
in collecting and citing American decisions almost as 
profusely as those of our own courts. This is a practice 
which is very apt tolead to confusion, and would more 
properly, in our opinion, be confined to points of great 
nicety and difficulty, upon which light coming from any 
source is often valuable. Cited in the indiscriminate 
manner which Mr. Foard has adopted, they are apt to be 
misleading, especially for laymen, who cannot be expected 
to distinguish between the mystic symbols 5 Pick. and 
5 App. C. However, it may, perhaps, be said that a 
legal treatise is always dangerous reading for the unine 
itiated. Another merit of Mr. Foard’s book is the 
carrying out an idea, which had often occurred to us as 
a useful one, of setting forth in order the successive 
clauses in an ordinary charter-party and bill of lading, 
with the various decisions noted upon each clause. This 
plan affords great facility of reference, and at the same 
time is convenient for noting up future cases as they 
oceur, 

Having said thus much in favour of the work, we feel 
bound to add that a certain amount of caution will be 
requisite for any student, or even practitioner, 
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to Mr. Foard as a guide in this difficult subject. 
Brevis esse laboro, obscurus fio. is, we fear, a 
criticism to which he not unfrequently lays himself 
open ; whilst here and there the light which he holds 
forth seems to us, to say the best of it, a very dangerous 
one. To take one instance. Mr.’ Foard has, with great 
good sense, abstained from attempting to deal with 
marine insurance, a subject far too large to be considered 
in a treatise of this kind. In the chapter, however, upon 
general average, he seems to us to produce hopeless con- 
fusion by. neglecting here and there to distinguish 
between, on the one hand, the mutual claim in this 
respect of ship, cargo and freight, and on the other, the 
right to reimbursement which these various interests may 
have at the hands of their underwriters in case they 
happen to be insured. Thus, under the heading of 
“Losses and Sacrifices,” which “legal decisions have 
excluded as not fufilling the required conditions of 
general average,” he states, as one instance (at p. 100), 
“‘ Goods jettisoned which are insured,” citing Dickenson 
v. Jardine and Kemp v. Halliday, per Shee, J. We 
really are at a loss to know what is meant by this. We 
can hardly suppose it to be seriously suggested that the 
right to contribution for goods jettisoned as between the 
goods jettisoned and the rest of the adventure, is in any 
wayfaffected by the fact that the former happen to be 
insured, and yet it is difficult to attach any other mean- 
ing to the words we have cited. That this is the author's 
meaning is corroborated by the note to another of 
the “Excluded Losses and Sacrifices” —viz., ‘‘ Expenses 
incurred as extra wages, &c., by reason of a detention 
by princes.” The authorities for this are contained in a 
foot-note as follows :—“ Casaregia, 46, 49, 121; Benecke 
234; Hall v. Janson (4 E. & B. 500). Policy being 
against sea risks; and on grounds that the underwriter 
is liable, and loss cannot be twice recovered: Kidston v. 
Marine Insurance Company (1 L. R. C. P. 535).” 
The italics are our own; we need say no more. 
So, again, in the same chapter, on page 94, in 
enumerating “some of the chief elements which 
constitute a general average loss and the conditions 
which are necessary to establish it,” he mentions as 
@ limitation (inter alia) that the sacrifice must be 
‘4, To avert a greater loss—viz., a loss for which the 
underwriter would have been liable where the ship is 
insured.” Here, again, the meaning of the canon is ex- 
tremely obscure, whilst a reference in the note to 
Harris v. Scaramanga would lead the unwary reader to 
imagine that the rights inter se of the co-adventurers may 
be affected by the insurance of one of the contributory 
interests. 

It is an invidious task to pick holes in a work of 
this kind, which has, as we have said, its merits, but 
we will give one more instance of the obscurity or 
inaccuracy which no careful reader can fail here and 
there to detect. At page 437 of the chapter headed 
“‘ The Exprees Terms in Charter-parties” there is in 
the note to the ordinary clause of a charter-party, 
“And there deliver at freightor’s risk and expense 
the same, &., on beirg paid freight,” the following 
statement of the law: “ Whether the contract is for 
freight proper or for a certain sum due, independently 
of carriage, on the receipt of the goods, as on the words 
‘ payable in London,’ is a question for the jury: Lid- 
gtt v. Perrin, 11 C. B. N. 8. 362.” The natural meaning 
to be attributed to this note, placed as it is, would surely 
be that the question whether freight is contracted for ina 
charter-party, or in other words the construction of the 
charter-party, is for the jury, a very startling pro- 
position. All that Lidgett v. Perrin really decides, and 
probably a)l that Mr .Foard means, is that in some cases 
there is a question for the jury such as he indicates. In 
that case there was no charter-party at all. There was a 
verbal conversation as to the terms of shipment, followed 
by the signing of a bill of lading which was lost ; and it 
was contended on the one side and denied on the other, 
that the true contract between the parties was that 





stipulated for in the verbal conversation, All that the-: 
court decided was that “there clearly was a question for~ 
the jury whether the defendants (the shippers) had 

entered into a contract for the payment of the stipulated 

sum whether the vessel arrived or not.” Mr. Foard’s 
general statement founded upon this case is certainly 

misleading. 

On the whole, however, while we consider that his- 
work may prove a staff to pierce the hand of anyone 
leaning too heavily upon it, we think that for the prac- 
titioner who can walk with wary steps it may be found’ 
a useful book of reference. We doubt, however, 
whether such a work can be considered complete when: 
not containing (as this does not) the existing Merchant: 
Shipping Act set out in extenso. 





HORSE WARRANTY. 


Horse Warranty. Tue Law RELATING TO THE PuR- 
cuase, Satz, Lerrinc, AnD Hirine or Horszs, AnD 
tHE Ricuts AND LiapiuiTires oF INNKEEPERS, LIVERY- 
STABLE KgEPERS AND OtuHERS vusiNG Horses. By 
F. H. Lascetizs, Barrister-at-Law. Szconp Eprrion- 
Reeves & Turner. 


There is an opening for a book on this subject. Oli- 
phant’s work, which was a valuable compendium of the- 
law at the time it was published, is now out of date, and 
we know of no subsequent attempt to supply the wants 
of practitioners until Mr. Lascelles published the first 
edition of his book on horse warranty in 1877. It was 
a very unpretending, but pleasantly written and prac- 
tical little treatise, intended apparently more for the 
horse-buying and owning public than for the lawyer ; 
and aimed especially at the knavish horse-dealer. In: 
the present edition, Mr. Lascelles has enlarged the scope: 
of his work, and has included the purchase and sale of 
horses, the rights and liabilities of innkeepers, livery- 
stable keepers and others; the law as to hiring and 
letting horses, and the law as to driving and riding. 
The requisites for a valid contract for the sale of a horse 
are shortly stated in chapters 1 and 2. A legal reader 
will find them intelligible enough ; but for the general 
public, it might have been desirable to explain the 
meaning of the phrase, “a valid bargain and sale at 
common law”; and of the expression, “the party to be 
charged ” whose signature is required. In the chapter 
on the rights and liabilities of innkeepers, we observe an 
extraordinary omission. We find no mention made of 
the statute passed in 1878 (41 & 42 Vict. c. 38) which: 
enables an innkeeper to sell horses and carriages kept by 
him, after giving certain notices, and to repay himself 
out of the proceeds of sale the amount of the debt for 
their keep or expenses. The writer would seem to be 
entirely unaware of this Act, for he says (p. 97), refer- 
ring to 26 & 27 Vict.c. 41, that the latter Act ‘exempts 
a horse or other live animal, or any gear appertaining: 
thereto, or any carriage. The law, therefore, so far as 
regards horses and carriages left at an inn, is much as it 
was before the passing of that Act”! And onp.101 he 
says: ‘‘Nor can he [the innkeeper] sell the horse and so 
pay himself.” This is certainly a most unfortunate over- 
sight. On another matter in the same chapter, Mr. 
Lascelles has also gone far astray. He says (p. 107— 
the italics are ours): “Many questions arise between 
farmers and railway companies, by reason of the trains 
of the latter running over horses and cattle getting on 
to the line. There is no special law or rule on this 
subject. The great point for farmers or agisters to 
prove is that they have not been guilty of negligence 
in leaving their fences broken or unmended, Every 
man is bound to keep his horses or gattle properly con- 
fined.” Is it possible that Mr. Lascelles is not 
aware of the statutory liability of railway companies to 
keep up their fences and to keep their gates shut? In 
the chapter on riding and driving, some reference should 
have been made to the provisions of section 78 of the 
General Highway Act upon this subject. Wedo not observe 
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qmany additions to the useful summary of decisions which 
constitute unsoundness, which was given in the former 
edition, nor does Mr. Lascelles seem to have kept a look- 
out on the horse cases reported in the Times since his 
-last edition was published. Such cases rarely find their 
~way into the law reports, but they are nevertheless of 
considerable importance ‘to the practitioner. For in- 
stance, a trial at the Surrey Assizes last year, relating to 
‘a ** sandcrack ” in the hoof, would have furnished some 
points of interest. This omission is excusable, but what 
‘is to be said of the want of all reference to the important 
case of Hinchcliffe v. Barwick (28 W. R. 940), decided 
‘by the Court of Appeal in February last, which certainly 
ought to have followed the statement of Head v.Tatter- 
soll (20 W. R. 115, L. R. 7 Ex. 7), on p. 41? 

We regret to have to find so much fault with the new 
edition of this book, because we have always had a 
considerable admiration for the former edition. Mr. 
(Lascelles would have done well either to keep the book 
-within its former modest limits, or to take more care 
-~with his additions. 


ADMINISTRATION OF ASSETS. 


PRINCIPLES OF THE ADMINISTRATION OF AssETS IN Pay- 
MENT OF Dents. By A. 5S. Eppis, Esq., Q.C. Stevens 
& Sons. 


We noticed last week the lectures recently published 
‘by Mr. Joshua Williams, Q.C., and we have here a course 
delivered by another professor to the Council of Legal 
Education. Mr. Eddis has wisely re-cast his lectures 
and presents them in the form of an elementary treatise, 
xetaining a good deal of the ease and familiarity of the 
lecture, while gaining in conciseness of statement and 
clearness of arrangement. The book is indeed an ex- 
‘cellent manual for the student ; the principles are well 
‘brought out and illustrated, and the style is interesting. 
There are subjects—as, for instance, “ executor’s re- 
tainer’’—on which we think more information might 
have been given, butin general the author has succeeded 
in avoiding baldness of statement on the one hand, and 
overloading with. detail on the other. Commencing with 
a sketch of the origin and history of the jurisdiction of 
the Court of Chancery in the administration of assets, he 
considers the order of priority in payment of debts, 
secured and unsecured creditors, the rights of the 
creditor plaintiff, relief against the personal representa- 
‘tive, administration of real estate, order of application 
of assets, marshalling and contribution, and the effect 
of the Judicature Acts. It is this last chapter which 
will be chiefly interesting to the practitioner. Mr. Eddis 
obviously prefers the interpretation of the 10th section 
of the Judicature Act, 1875, for which we have always 
-contended—namely, that it is intended merely to sub- 
stitute the rule in bankruptcy for the rules in Kellock’s 
case, and Mason v. Bogg. He says (p. 107), “ There 
qvould be no real difficulty if it were held that the only 
object of this branch of the 10th section is to substitute, 
in the case of secured creditors, the rule of administra- 
tion in bankruptcy for the rule of Mason v. Bogg, which 
‘thad been previously established in equity. It would 
‘then only affect the amounts of the debts proveable and 
the consequent proportion of the dividends, and would 
leave the mode in which the proveable debts were to be 
paid, inter se, still governed by the previous practice. 
And this construction would be in harmony with the 
west of the section, for it is not said that the persons 
who under the preceding words may have acquired the 
title to prove and receive dividends, are to make the 
claims which they would be entitled to make according 
‘to the bankruptcy rules, but are to make those claims to 
‘which they would be entitled under the Judicature Act 
—#,¢e,, according to the rules and practice of equity.” 
“* There has been,’’ he adds, “ at present, no judicial de- 
cision precisely defining the limits within which this 
— of the section is to operate; but all the cases which 

ve ocourred have shown a strong disposition to adopt 





the more limited construction suggested above, however 

inconsistent it may be with the strict grammatical con- 

struction.” The fact is, that the section is a bungle, and 
the only way out of the difficulties which arise on 
every hand with reference to it is to limit its operation 
as suggested. In his concluding chapters, Mr. Eddis 
deals with the Statutes of Limitations, and Further Con- 
sideration, and Costs. 

CANADIAN LAW. 

Constitution or Canapa. Tue British Nortu America 
Act, 1867; 1rs InrerpReration, &c.; THE QUEBEC 
Resotutions or 1864, anp tHe CoNSTITUTION OP THE 
Unirep States. By Josep Dovutre, Q.C., of the 
Montreal Bar. Montreal: Lovell & Sons London: 
Stevens & Haynes. 


The Supreme Court of the United States, which De 
Tocqueville described as at the head of all known tri- 
bunals, both by the nature of its rights and the class of 
justiceable parties which it controls, is no longer the 
only court which regulates the sphere of action of State 
Governments and a Federal Government. When the 
federation of the North American Colonies was effected 
by the Act of 1867, the want of such a judicial authority 
was felt, and it appears that the provincial courts 
assumed the jurisdiction of pronouncing upon the 
validity of the laws enacted by the Provincial Legisla- 
tures and the Parliament of Canada. A considerable 
number of the cases in the notes in the present volume, 
under different sections of the British North America 
Act, 1867, relate to this jurisdiction. Many of them 
are stated much more fully than is usual, and are, in 
fact, reported rather than stated. In addition, a large 
number of United States cases are given, and the notes 
also contain extracts from speeches, and, occasionally, 
apparently from newspaper or magazine articles. The 
author appears to have gathered together everything 
which can elucidate the object or construction of the 
sections of the Act. 





CORRESPONDENCE. 


DIVISIONAL COURTS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—At the present time an important problem to be 
solved is how to make the Supreme Coart of Judicature 
work with the greatest efficiency and, at the same time, 
with the greatest economy of judicial time and labour. 

That this result is not yet arrived at is, I think, 
obvious from the report in last Saturday’s Times of the 
decision on an application for a new trial in Latter v. 
Braddell and wife and another. The action was for an 
assault and battery, The plaintiff was a domestic servant 
in the employment of the Braddells, and the action was 
grounded on her having been subjected to medical ex- 
amination by the third defendant against her will. The 
report says: ‘‘At the trial the learned judge [Lindley, J.], 
at the end of the plaintiff's evidence, withdrew the case 
as against the Braddells, holding there was no evidence 
against them upon which a jury could reasonably act ; 
and as against the remaining defendant, the case being 
tried out, a verdict in his favour was returned by the 
jury.” A rule nisé was obtained for a new trial, on the 
grounds of misdirection as against the Braddells, and of 
the verdict being against evidence as against the remain- 
ing defendant. On cause being shown (before Lopes 
and Lindley, JJ.), Lopes, J., thought there should be a 
new trial on both grounds. Lindley, J., was of a con- 
trary opinion, and of course the rule was refused. 

Was there not in this case a failure both of 
and of economy of judicial time and labour? Surely, if 
a court to which an application is to be made for a new 
trial is to consist of only two judges, neither of those 
judges should be the judge who presided at the trial? 

Temple, Deo, 6, A.J. W. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Bu. or Sare—Srarement oF ConstpEraTion—BILxs 
oF Sate Act, 1878, s. 8—Ina case of Er parte Challinor, 
before the Court of Appeal on the 2nd inst., the question 
arose whether the conside. xtion for a bill of sale had been 
set forth in it in compliance with the provisions of section 
8 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878. The deed was expressed 
to be made in consideration of £560 then paid by the gran- 
tee to the grantor. In fact on'y £500 was paid in money 
to the grantor, £60 being retained by the grantee, who 
was the grantor’s solicitor. Of this £60, £40 was retained 
in payment of the solicitor’s costs of the preparation of the 
deed, and some other costs which the grantor owed him in 
respect of professional business previously transacted, the 
bill for which had not, however, been delivered ; and the re- 
maining £20 went to pay the charges of an auctioneer who 
had been employed to value the property with a view to the 

ing of the advance. Bacon, C.J. held that the considera- 
tion had not been truly stated, and that the deed was void as 
against the trustee in the liquidation of the grantor. The 
Court of Appeal (James, Corron, and Lusn, L.JJ) re- 
versed the decision. They said that the satisfaction of the 
prior debt for costs was equivalent to payment to the grar- 
tor of the amount of it, and that a mortgagor is always 
liable to pay the costs of the preparation of the mortgage 
deed and the expenses of a valuation of the mortgaged 
property with a view to the advance, and that it is always 
the practice to deduct those costs and expenses from the 
m money. The grantee therefore had received the 
£560in money or its equivalent, and the consideration had been 
truly stated. The court distinguished the case from Ez parte 
The Charing Cross Advance and Deposit Bank (ante, p. 47), 
on the ground that there the retainer by the grantees out 
of the sum stated as the consideration was made in respect of 
bonus and prospective interest on the sum actually ad- 
vanced. Another point, upon which Bacon, C.J., had ex- 
no opinion, arose thus: the bill of sale 
was given to. secure, not only the £560, but also the 
amount for the time being due upon a mortgage of real 
estate which had been previously given by the grantor to 
the grantee, and the bill of sale contained a recital that 
there was then due on the mortgage the sum of £1,045. 
There was, in fact, at the time of the execution of the bill of 
sale, a further sum of £321 due on the mortgage, but that 
sum was alsosecured by a bill of exchange which had not 
matured. It was contended that the whole sum due on 
the mortgage ought to have been stated. But the court said 
that the consideration for a deed is that which the grantor 
receives for executing it, and that the amount secured by 
the deed is not the consideration intended by section 8.— 
Scricrtors, J. Peace; Pitman & Lane. 





Bawxervrtcy Perrrion—Disrotep Dext—Sray or Pro- 
cErpincs—Banxkruricy Ruxizs, 1870, rn. 43.—In a case of 
Ex parte Yeatman, before the Court of Appeal on the 2nd 
inst., @ question arose upon the construction of rule 43 of 
the Bankruptey Rules, 1870, which provides that, “ where 
proceedings on a [barkruptcy] petition bave been stayed 
for the trial of the question of the validity of the petitioning 
ereditor’s debt, and such question has been decided in 
favour of the validity of the debt, the petitioning creditor 
may apply to the registrar to fix a day on which farther 
proceedings on the petition may be had, and the registrar, 
on prodaction of the jadgment of the court in which the 
question was tried, or an office copy thereof, shall give 
notice to the petitioner by post of the time and place fixed 
for the hearing of the petition, and a like notice to the 
debtor at the address given in bis notice to dispute.” The 
court (James, Cortos, aod Lusn, L JJ.) held, that under this 
rule, after the validity of the debt bas been established by 
the judgment of the court of first instance, the registrar has 
@ judicial discretion to fix a time for the further hearing 

the petition, aud that be ie not bound to await the final 
determination of the validity of the debt by the Court of 
Appeal or the House of Lords, even though notice of an 
sppeal bas been given. In the particular case the order 
fixing the time for the farther bearing was obtained irregu- 
po A ge the debtor's solicitor attended at the time fixed, 

no 


ing of the petition. No proper notice of the day appointed 
for the adjourned hearing was afterwards given to the 
debtor, and he, in fact, did not know of the appointment, 
and did not attend it, and an adjudication was made againat 
him in his absence. The conrt held that the original irrega-. 
larity had been cured by the attendance of the debtor's 
solicitor without objection at the first adjourned hearing, 
and that, consequently, the order for the second adjourn- 
ment must be treated as having been made in the debtor's 

nce, and it was unnecessary to give him any farther 
notice of the time fixed for the second adjourned hearing.. 
But the appeal from the adjudication was ordered to stand 
over on another ground, the advertisement of the om reap 
cation being stayed meanwhile—Soxicizors, LZ. Hawkins ; 
Bolton, Robbins, & Busk. 


epee 


AprgEAL BY TRUSTEE IN Bankruptcy — REMOVAL OF 
TrustEE—Costs.—lIn a case of Ex parte Sheard, before the 
Court of Appeal on the 2nd inst., the trustee in a bankruptcy 
had given notice of appeal from the admission of a proof 
against the bankrupt’s estate. Before the appeal came on for 
hearing the appellant had by the order of the court been re- 
moved from his office, and a new trustee had been appointed, 
who declined to prosecute the appeal. The court then held 
that the appellant had no locus standi, but they ordered the 
appeal to stand over for a fortnight, to ascertain whether any 
of the creditors were desirous of prosecuting it (ante, p. 72). 
At the end of the fortnight no creditor had come forward to 
adopt the appeal, and the respondent’s counsel asked that a 
personal order might be made against the appellant, dis- 
missing the appeal with costs. The court (James, CoTTon, 
and Lusu, L.JJ.), however, held that the appellant could 
not be made personally liable for the costs. But they held 
that the appeal must be taken to have been presented by the- 
appellant, as the agent of ,the creditors, and the sum de- 
posited on setting down the appeal to have been the crediters’ 
money. Consequently, the respondent was entitled to an 
order for the payment of his costs out of the deposit, so far 
as that would extend.—Soxicitors, Harper, Broad, & Batt-- 
cock ; S. Toppin. 


Sanne 


PRACTICE—APPLICATION TO DISMISS APPEAL FOR WANT: 
or ProsecuTion—ConstituTION or Court OF APPEAL— 
JUDICATURE ACT, 1875, 8. 4.—In a case of In re Stanbank,. 
before the Court of Appeal on the Ist inst., an application 
was made by the plaintiff to dismiss for want of prosecution 
an appeal which had been presented by the defendant more 
than three years ago. The defendant had been ordered. to 
give security for the costs of the appeal, and had not done 
so, The appeal was from a decision of Jessel, M.R., and the- 
amc was raised whether, having regard to the fact that 

essel, M.R., was one of the members of the Court. of Appeal 
as then constituted, and to the provision of section 4 of the 
Judicature Act, 1875, that “no judge of the Court of Appeal: 
shall sit as a judge on the hearing of an appeal from an 
judgment or order made by himself,” the court so cuntil. 
tuted was competent to deal with the application. The court 
(Jzsser, M.R., Corton and Lusu, L.JJ.) held that section 
5 did not apply. And they dismissed the appeal, with costs,. 
observing that after the lapse of time the order was a matter 
of course.—Soxicitors, Bower ¢ Cotton, 


Practicg—AssIGNMENT OF SuBJECT-MATTER OF ACTION 
—SvupstrirvTion or Assionge Aas PLAIntivrr—TitLe or 
Action—Orp. 50, n. 3—Onrp. 16, n. 13.—In a case of Seear 
v. Lawson, before the Court of Appeal on the Ist inst., the 
question arose whether, when an order has been made, 
ownenge | a new plaintiff in an action for the original 
plaintiff, who bas lost his interest in the subject-matter, any 
alteration ought to be made in the title of the action, The 
action was brought by the trustee of a bankrupt, claiming on 
behalf of the estate to redeem that which he alleged to have 
been a mortgage executed by the bankrupt. ‘The trustee 
afterwards assigned his interest in the gubject-matter of the 
action to H. W, Chatterton, for value, and Obatterton 
obtained the common order of course at the Rolls, under rule 
3 of order 50, giving him liberty ‘‘ to carry on and prosecute 
the action and the proceedings therein in like manner ag. the 
same might have been carried on and prosecuted by the 





objection on the ground of irregularity, and an 
order wos made in bis presence sgain adjourning the hear- 





plaintiff if he had not assigned bis interest.” The Court of 
Appeal afterwards decided (28 W. RB, 763, L. R. 16 Oh, De 
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426, 24 Sortcrrors’ JourNAL, 743) that the assignment was 
valid, and that the order had been properly made. A state- 
ment of claim was afterwards delivered to the defendant, 
headed only with the title of the original action, ‘* Between 
John Seear, the trustee, &c., plaintiff, and E. L. Lawson, 
defendant.” Underneath the title was the following:— 
“Delivered by H. W. Chatterton, solicitor, in person, 
who, by order dated, &c., has liberty to carry on 
and prosecute this action.’ There was nothing in 
the statement of claim to show how Chatterton derived 
title. The defendant took out a summons to set 
aside the statement of claim as irregular, on the ground 
that it did not disclose the real plaintiff. Bacon, V.C. (29 
W. R. 45), held that the record was in proper form and that 
the effect of the order was to entitle Chatterton to carry on 
the action in the name of the original plaintiff. The Court 
of mee (JzssEL, M.R., and Corron and Lusu, L.JJ.) re- 
versed this decision. Jxsser, M.R., said that Chatterton 
might have taken a power of attorney from Seear authoriz- 
ing him to prosecute the action in his name. But he 
did not, and, therefore, he could only prosecute it in his own 
name. The effect of the order at the Rolls, which was in 
the form of the old supplemental order, was to make Chatter- 
ton a plaintiff. In pa 4 a case the practice had been for 
centuries to put on the record both titles, the title of the 
old cause, and the title of the supplemental cause which was 
@ new cause, and that practice had slways been adopted since 
the Judicature Act. The rules under the Act made no provision 
altering the old practice in this respect. After that which 
was equivalent to the old supplemental order every proceed- 
ing should be entitled in both actions, and the statement of 
claim should be so entitled. The proper order, therefore, 
would be to direct the plaintiff Chatterton to amend the 
statement of claim by inserting the title of the new action, 
and by introducing such averments as he might be advised 
to show his title. Corron, L.J., said that the order had not 


the effect of a power of attorney in authorizing the plaintiff to 
use the name of Seear in prosecuting the action. The new 
action was one by Chatterton in his own name, and its title 
must be added to the record.—Soxicirors, G. S. & H. 
Brandon; A. W. Chatterton. 


Company in LiquipaTrion—ConTRriBuTORIES—ACTING AS 
Dimector—Mepicaz Orricer or Dairy ComPany— 
QuvatiFication SHARES.—A peculiar case came before Hall, 
V.C., on the 4th inst., upon a summons adjourned from 
chambers, In re The Hampshire Co-operative Milk Company 


(Limited), now in liquidation. The liquidator claimed to 
settle a Dr. Purcell upon the list of contributories, under 
circumstances which, briefly stated, were as follows :— 
The articles of association of the company provided that a 
director's qualification should be the holding in his own right 
of ten shares at least. Dr. Purcell, who was not a share- 
holder in the company, was invited to become the medical 
examiner of the company and to take a seat at the board. 
He accepted the offer by letter, attended board meetings, 
signed minutes, and otherwise acted as a director, but he 
never applied for his qualification shares. Within two 
months from his acceptance of the appointment he sent in 
his resignation, which, however, the board refused to accept, 
and an action was commenced against him for payment of 
calls upon the ten shares. On November 9, 1878, an order was 
made for winding up the company,and on November 15 an 
order was made dismissing the action for want of prosecution. 
Dr, Purcell resisted the present summons, on the ground that 
he had never finally agreed to be a director, and had resigned 
his position as soon as the affairs of the company became 
known to him, Hatt, V.C., however, held that he had made 
an Spr ea which was, at least, equivalent to an applica- 
tion for shares, and, by acting as director, had confirmed it, 
That his name was not on the register was owing to a derelic- 
tion of duty on his own part as director. As the action was 
dismissed after the winding up it could not, under any cir- 
cumstances, be pleaded in answer as res judicata. The ist 
must*be settled as it ought to have stood at the date of the 
winding up, and that being so, Dr. Purcell’s name must be 
upon the list for ten shares.—Sonicirors, Cridge ; 
née, Chubb, & Co. 





Sprorrio ~=PrrrorManch — AGREEMENT CONTAINED IN 
SEVERAL Dovuments—Omtesion TO PROVE ONE OF THE 








Documents—Fraup on Postitc.—Ia a case of Post y. 
Marsh, before Fry, J., on the 3rd inst., a curious question 
arose as to the right to specific performance. The plaints 
claimed the specific performance of an agreement o — 
as modified by two subsequent agreements of November 
January. The defendant by his statement of defence denied 
that he had ever agreed as set forth in the statement of 
claim with regard to the alleged agreements of November and 
January. At the trial the agreement of November was not 
produced, and no evidence of it was given. It was objected 
that the plaintiffs could not have a jadgment for specific 
formance, because they had not proved the whole of the 


had denied the alleged sgreement of Novem 
be treated as if it had never been mentioned at all in the 
plaintiffs’ pleading. But Fry, J., declined to.accede to this 
argument. He said that it was most important that origi 
documents should be produced, in order to ascertain what 
the relative rights of the parties really were, and very often, 
when the written documents were looked at it was found 
that neither plaintiff nor defendant had told the truth about 
them. Another point in the case was this. The agreem: 
was for the employment of the defendant to edit and pre- 
pare the letterpress of a projected guide to London. It was 
to be published under the name of “ Kenny’s Illustrated 
Guide to London,” Kenny being a person who had acquired 
a reputation as a publisher of guide books. Kenny, how- 
ever, took no whatever in the preparation of the book. 
There was a dispute bet ween the plaintiffs and the defendant 
whether it had been agreed that his name was to appear 
on the title-page as the author of the book. The plaintiffs 
proposed to publish the book with a title-page, on which it 
was to be stated that the book was by “ mj (assisted by 
Marsh).” The defendant objected to this, declined to 
deliver up the manuscript to the plaintiffs, and this led to 
the action. Fry, J., held that it would be a fraud on the 

ublic to state on the title-page that the book was “* by 

enny,” and on this ground also, he held that the plaintiffs 
were disentitled to specific performance.—Sozicrrors, J. 
Henry Johnson ; Carey, Warburton, & De Paula, 


Morteace—Power oF Sate—Sobicrror—NEGLicENcE 
—Mazasure or Damaces—Costs.—In a case of Cockburn y. 
Edwards, before Fry, J., on the Ist inst., a question arose as 
to the proper measure of damages for the negligence of a 
solicitor. The plaintiff had executed a of real 
estate to the defendant, who was his solicitor. The mortgage 
deed, which was prepared by the defendant, contained an 
absolute unqualified power of sale, the usual proviso that the 
power should not be exercised except on default in payment 
of the —— debt after demand, or on default in af 
ment of interest, being omitted. The defendant 

the property without previously ‘applying to the plain- 
tiff for payment of the principal, and at a time when 
the interest was not in arrear. The plaintiff claimed 
a declaration that the omission by the defendant from 
the mortgage of the usual qualification of the of sale 
and the sale of the property, were breaches of the defendant's 
duty as the plaintiff's solicitor. And the plaintiff claimed 
damages and costs. Fry, J., held that the defendant ought 


such an unusual form without fully explaining the effect of 
it to him, and that ves uskanne. Ueontaeeliions 
that he had given that full jon. Upon lence 
the defendant had not discharged this onws, and had 
failed to prove that he had given notice to the plaintiff of 
his intention to sell the property. Consequently, the plain- 
tiff was entitled to judgment for damages, with the costs. ot 
the action as between party and party ; and Fry, J., 
that the damages must include the following heads—(1) the 
costs of the sale of the property; (2) the costs of a 

of a similar property ; (3) the inoreased value of the 

erty (there being evidence that the property in the nei 
bourhood had considerably improved in value); (4) the 


a 







E 


extra costa of the action beyond the party and costs, 
These extra costs, Fry, J., said, could only be: given.as 
damages.—Soxicrrors, Van Sandew & Cumming ; F. Venn, 


& Son, 
Sonrcrron—Rerainrk—Evipsrck—Arrsat ror Cosrs— 
Jupreature Act, 1873, s. 49.—In a case of Bir’ y. Herre, 
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before the Court of Appeal on the 8th inst., the question 
arose whether the retainer of a solicitor had been proved. 
JzsseL, M.R., said that it was not essential that there should 
be a written retainer ; the retainer could be proved by other 
evidence. The rule was that where there was no written 
retainer, and the only evidence was the affidavit of the 
solicitor on the one side, and the affidavit of the supposed 
client on the other, that was not sufficient to prove the 
retainer. The solicitor was bound, if the retainer was dis- 


puted, to prove it clearly. In this particular case, the court 
(Jesset, M.R., and James and Lusn, L.JJ.) held that the 
solicitor bad di this onus. The question was whether 


Whitton, the solicitor, had had authority to appear in the 
suit for a person named Bird. It was proved by an affidavit 
of service made at the time that, in the year 1870, Whitton, 
who was then acting for other parties to the suit, served 
Bird with notice of the decree, and that in 1871 he served 
Bird with notice of an order which had been made adding 
to the decree. Whitton deposed that, on the 25th of May, 
1872, he received instructions from the clerk of a solicitor 
named Holmes, who had, in other matters, acted for Bird 
and his family, to appear for Bird on the proceedings under 
the decree, and there was an entry to this effect in 
Whitton’s diary. He farther deposed that, on the 28th of 
May, Bird called at his office, with Holmes, and person- 
ally instructed him to appear for him, and this was con- 
firmed by Holmes. There was, however, no evidence in 
Whitton’s diary relating to this interview. In opposition 
to this evidence, Bird himself said that he bad never 
heard of the suit until June, 1880. Bird applied to have 
an order, which Whittoz had obtained on the 29th of May, 
1872, giviug liberty to Bird to attend the proceed- 
ings under the decree, discharged. Bacon, V.C., 
held (29 W.. RB. 45) that the solicitor had not 
proved his authority, and his lordship discharged the 
order, but without costs. This decision was reversed by the 
Court of Appeal, who gave the solicitor his costs in both 
courts. Jzssex, M.R, said that it was clear that Bird's 
memory was not to be relied upon. Whitton could have 
had no conceivable interest in swearing that he had served 
Bird with the decree, and the subsequent order adding to 
it, if he had not done so. His evidence. was conclusive of 
the service, unless perjury was to be imputed to him, for 
which there was not the slightest ground. The fact that no 
sutry was to be found in Whitton’s diary of the interview of 
the 28th of May was immaterial, for solicitors did not keep 
a diary for their amusement, or to record events in which 
they had no interest, but to enable them to make out their 
bills of costs. There was no reason for making an entry 
relating to the 28th of May, inasmuch as there was already 
an entry, on the 25th, of instructions to appear for Bird, 
and Whitton could not charge a second time for receiving 
instructions, There was, therefore, the evidence of Whitton 
and Holmes in favour of the retainer, and this was met only by 
the denial of Bird, whose memory, it was clear, was not to 
be relied upon. Consequently, the retainer was sufficiently 
proved. In the course of the argument Jessur, M.R., said 
that a solicitor was entitled to appeal from such an order, 
though it only resulted in the payment of costs by bim, for 
otherwise he would be liable to severe censure, without any 
possibility of redrese—Soxicitors, R. Metcalfe ; Torr & Co. 





CASES BEFORE THE BANKRUPTCY 
REGISTRARS. 


(Before Mr. Rucwsrean Perys acting as Chief Judge.) 
Nov. 20.—Re Davis, 


Where by resolutions a time was inted for payment of the 
first instalment of a ’ not for the remaining 


This was an application on behalf of J. C. Davis, a debtor 
who had presented a petition for liquidation by arrangement, 
tor fajeoction to restrain an action brought by Mr. H. R. 
Taylor against kim in the Queen’s Bench Division for the 
recovery of the balance of a debt. 

On the 12th of Beptember, 1478, J. C. Davia filed his 
petition, and at the first meeting, held on the 16th of Oc- 
jwober, resolutions were passwd by the creditors accepting a 











composition of six shillings in the pound, payable by four 
instalments of one shilling and sixpence each, the first at 
three months after registration ; and the payments were to 
be secured by an assignment of the debtor's estate and effects 
to trustees. No time was appointed for the payment of the 
second, third, or fourth instalments of the composition. On 
the 30th of October the resolutions were confirmed at a 
meeting held for that purpose, and on the 1st of November 
| were duly registered. 

he statement of affairs produced at the meetings included 
Taylor as a creditor for £100, and he proved for that 
amount on a,bill of exchange dated in June, 1878, and drawn 
by W. F. Austin upon and accepted by the debtor, and indorsed 
by W. J. Wiltschke to Taylor. On the 3rd of February, 
1879, the debtor paid Taylor the sum of £7 10s. being the 
amount of the first instalment of one shilling and sixpence 
in the pound upon the debt, and there was some evidence 
that during the first week of the following May he 
caused to be tendered to Taylor the sum of 
£22 10s., being the balance of the composition, and that he 
declined to receive it. Taylor, on the other hand, 
denied the tender. A writ having been issued in the 
Queen’s Bench Division for the recovery of the balance of 
the debt, after deducting the £7 10s. received by Taylor, 
the present application was made. 

E. C. Willis, for the debtor.—A time was fixed by the 
resolutions for payment of the first instalment of the 
composition, but not for the secsnd, third, or fourth. Ac- 
cording to the debtor’s .evidence the latter were tendered 
in May, and that was sufficient. Under the circumstances 
the court might properly grant an injunction. 

Atherley Jones, for Taylor, was not heard. 

Mr. ReeisTrak Pepys said the court had a discretion in 
these matters, and this was not a case for an injanction. 
He could not interfere with an action of this nature, The 
debtor might put in his defence at law, but the present 
application must be dismissed with costs. 

Solicitors for the applicant, Walter, Jarvis, & Triscott. 

Solicitors for H. R. Taylor, Hurfurd § Taylor. 


(Before Mr. Recisrrar Hazurrt, acting as Chief Judge.) 
Dec. 3.—Re Planque. 

Action against a bankrupt by a creditor whose proof has been 
tendered under the adjudication, and admitted provisionally, 
sabject to investigation, restrained by the court, and the creditor 
ordered to pay the costs. 

This was an application on behalf of Emile Planque, a 
bankrupt, and W. L. C. Browne, the trustee, for the con- 
tinuance of an injunction to restrain Richard Foulkes from 
taking any further proceedings in the action brought by him 

inst the bankrupt in the Common Pleas Division of the 
igh Court of Justice. 

e bankrupt was served with a writ at the suit of Foulkes 
in the year 1875, to recover the sum of £338 for money paid 
by Foulkes for the use of the bankrupt in 1872, commission, 
and interest. The action came on for trial at Guildford in 
July last, when, in consequence of an objection by the 
defendant’s counsel that the declaration did not agree with 
the plaintiff's particulars of demand, the judge adjourned 
the trial of the action to Middlesex, giving the parties leave 
to amend their respective pleadings as they should be ad- 
vised. The plaintiff's declaration was accordingly amended, 

d delivered to the defendant’s solicitor on the 9th of 
August, but it appeared that the defendant had not yet de- 
livered his amended pleas. 

On the 2nd of October last the defendant was adjudicated 
a bankrupt, and, at the first meeting, held on the 20th, Mr. 
Foulkes, by his proxy, tendered a proof for £338, being the 
amount claimed in the action. The proof was opposed on 
behalf of the bankrupt, and admitted provisionally, subject 
to investigation. On the 25th of November the bankrupt 
took out a summons to refer all matters in dispute to an 
arbitrator, but the hearing was adjourned, and the bank- 
rupt now stated that it was impossible to continue the de- 


ence. 

T. N. Hilbery, in support of the apfilication.—Tho debt 
was proveable, and the creditor had no remedy against the 
person or property of the bankrupt except in the manner 
directed by the Act : Bankruptcy Act, 1869, 4. 12. If any 
doubt existed as to the amount of the debt, it was for the 
trustee to form an estimate: section 31, Cobham, Dalion 
(23 W. B, 866, L, BR. 10 Oh. App, 655) was not nearly 
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go strong @ case in the bankrupt’s favour as the present. 
There an action was brought in respect of a debt which 
would not have been barred by the order of discharge, 
because it arose out of a breach of trust. Here the debt 
was proveable, and it would be barred by the discharge. 
He also cited Ex parte Flower (1 De Gex, 503). 

Morton Daniel, for Foulkes.—The bankrupt had no locus 
¢standi whatever to make this application, and it was un- 
necessary for him to seek protection for his person. If 
the debtor happened to be the sole defendant in a 
ebancery suit, this court would not interfere unless it was 
necessary to protect the interest of the general body of the 
creditors: Ex parte Hinde, Re Turner (L. T. N. 8. 508). 
Why should the action in this case be restrained ? If 
the proof had been admitted, the case would be different. 
Cobham v. Dalton was distinguishable, because in that 
case the remedy was sought against the debtor's person, 
and not against his estate. 

Mr. Reoistrar Hazuitt.—I think I must grant the 
injunction. The cause of action seems to have arisen in 
1872, and for some reason or other the action is not com- 
menced until 1875. In July, 1880, the cause went to trial, 
but was not then actually tried. The action isin suspense, 
and the creditor has come in under the bankruptcy. I do 
not see why the injunction should not be continued, and 
the creditor must pay the costs. 

Solicitors for the applicants, Hilbery ¢ Hilbery. 

Solicitor for Foulkes, C. W. Taylor. 





(Before Mr. Registrar Hazutrt, acting as Chief Judge.) 
Dec. 8.—Exz parte Locke, Re Pennington. 


A creditor of a beneficed clergyman issued a writ of sequestra- 


tion against the profits of the benefice, and lodged it with the 

bishop’s registrar. 

‘Before the publication of the writ the clergyman filed a petition 
for liquidation, and the trustee, shortly after his appointment, 
obtained and published a second writ. 

Held, that the title of the trustee must prevail over that of the 
sequestration creditor. 

This was an application on behalf of Charles Locke that 
an injunction granted by this court on the 8th of June, 
1880, restraining him from taking further proceedings under 
the writ of sequestration issued against the profits of the 
benefice of the Rev. Walter Pennington, should be dis. 
solved. 

On the 19th of May, 1880, Mr. Locke, baing a creditor of 
Mr. Pennington, then the vicar of St. Philips, Earl's Court- 
road, Kensington, caused to be lodged with the registrar of 
the Bishop of London a writ of sequestration against the 
profits of his benefice. The clerk to the solicitors was in- 
formed by the registrar at the time of the delivery of the 
writ that it would be necessary to consult the bishop as to the 
appointment of sequestrators, and as to the bond to be given, 
but that nothing further could be done in the matter then, 
and that the writ must be left with the registrar to attend to 
in the ordinary course of business. 

On the 20th of May, and before any further step was 
taken under the writ, Mr. Pennington presented a petition 
for liquidation. On the 30th of May, a notice of sequestra- 
tion was affixed to the doors of the church, and the debtor 
stated that this was the first intimation he received of the 
existence of the writ. At the first meeting, held on the 7th 
of June, the creditors passed a resolution for liquidation by 
— and appointed a trustee, and the resolution 
was duly registered. The court having granted an interim 
injunction restraining further proceedings under the seques- 
tration, the present application was made. It appeared that 
the trustee had, shortly after his appointment, obtained a 
second writ of sequestration, and had caused the same to be 


\published. 


J. Raven (solicitor), for the applicaut.—The writ having 


‘Deon issued by the applicant before notice of an act of bank. 


ruptoy, had priority over the sequestration by the trustee: 
section 88, ‘There could not be any notice of an act of bank- 
ruptcy, because no such act had been committed, The ap- 
plicant did all that could properly be done to perfeot his title ; 
and the trustee had no better title than he: Cripp's Laws of 
the Church and Clergy, p, 931. ‘Tho effect of issuing the writ 
was to give the applicant a valid charge upon the bonefice, 
and his rights were not affected by the delay which had oc- 
curred io the publication of the writ, 


Finlay Knight, for the trustee.—All that the applicant bad 





done in the present case had been to lodge the writ with the 
registrar. That was not sufficient to place him in the position 
of a secured creditor. In order to perfect his title it was 
necessary that the sequestration should be published. This 
was not done until after the filing of the petition for liquida- 
tion, and the trustee’s title had relation back to that date: 
section 11. A creditor who merely placed a writ of fi. fa. in 
the hands of the sheriff did not thereby become a secured 
creditor of the defendant; the goods must be actually seized: 
Ex parte Williams, Re Davies (20 W. R. 430); Ex parte 
Nelson (L. R. 14 Ch. D. 41). In Chitty’s Practice by 
Prentice, vol. 2, p. 1272, it was said: “Tne sequestration 
must be published, which is done by affixing a copy of the 
sequestration either in writing or in print, or partly in writing 
and partly in print, previously to the commencement of 
Divine service on Sunday, on one of the doors of all churches 
and chapels within the parish or place where the benefice is 
situated, As the writ does not begin to operate, and has 
priority only from the time of its publication, that should be 
done without delay.” 

Raven, in reply. 

Mr. Recistaar Haztirt said it seemed to him that the 
injunction should be continued. In the interval between 
the issuing of the writ, and the completion of the necessary 
formalities, something had intervened to oust the rights of 
the creditor. It was clear that the sequestration was not com- 
pleted until it was published by being affixed to the church 
door, and, until the publication, he was of opinion that the 
writ was only a piece of waste paper in the hands of the 
bishop. He therefore decided in favour of the trustee. 

Application refused. 

Solicitors for the applicant, J. Raven § Co. 

Solicitors for the trustee, Stimpson & Palmer, 





SOLICITORS’ CASES. 
Common Pxieas Division: 


(Sittings in Banc before Lorp Coterines, C.J., Lispier 
and Lorgs, JJ.) * 


Nov. 9, 24.—Re Josiah John Merriman, a Solicttor. 

This was a rule obtained on the 26th of July last, calling 
upon the solicitor to show cause why he should aot answer 
maiters contained in affidavits, or, in default of satisfactory 
answer, be struck off the rolls. 

Wills, Q.C., and Murray, for the Incorporated Law 
Society, stated the facts to be as follows :—About the 25th of 
September, 1878, one Terraz, domiciled in Switzerland, ab- 
sconded, taking with him a large sam of money. He was 
at the time an insolvent debtor, and on the 3rd of October 
he was adjudged bankrupt by the Swiss court, and a trastee 
to his estate was appointed. Terraz arrived in England at 
the beginning of October, 1878, and deposited £800 in the 
London and Westminster Bank. This sam was sooi after 
withdrawn and, ia the beginning of November, 1878, £135 
was handed by Terraz to Mr. J. J. Merriman, the solicitor. 
Of that sum £120 was handed to Mr. Merriman on the Ist of 
November, and a receipt was given for the same. The £15 
was handed over on the llth of November, for which a re- 
ceipt was also given. Messrs. Freshfields & Williams, who 
acted for the trastee of Terraz’s estate, discovered from a 
Mr. Ambery, an avocat at Geneva, that ha had, at 
the end of October, 1878, been instructed by Mr. Merri- 
man to endeavour to arrange with some of Terraz’s 
creditors at Geneva; and for this purpose Mr. Merri- 
man promised to send him a sum of money which, as & 
fact, was never sent, as, on the 18th of November, Terraz 
was arrested in London on an extradition warrant charging 
him with offences against the Swiss bankruptcy laws. Im- 
mediately after Terraz’s arrest, a son of Mr, Merriman wrote 
to Mr. Ambery saying that, in consequence of the arrest, the 
money would not be sent. Messrs. Freshfields & Williams 
were instructed by Mr. H. Vernet, the Swiss consul, to take 
steps to obtain the Secretary of State's order for Terraz’s 
extradition, and accordingly attended at Bow-street on 
the 25th of November, 1878, when Terraz was brought up 
in custody, and, from statements made at the hearing, 
Messrs, Freshfields & Williams came to the conclusion that 
Mr, Merriman had received a sum of money from Terraa, 
and wrote to him inquiring whether the balance was ia his 
hands, and pointing oat that, in the event of the prisoner 
being ordered to be surrendered, they would ask for the asual 
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order directing that the money in Terraz’s possession, includ- 
ing the sum of Mr. Merriman’s hands, should be given up to 
the Swiss Government. Mr. Merriman refased to give the 
information requested. 

Messrs. Freshfields & Williams were not then aware of the 
circumstances under which the £135 had been given to Mr. 
Merriman, but they subsequently obtained Mr. Merriman’s 
veceipts. After Terraz had been committed to the House of 
Detention, to await the order of the Secretary of State, an 
application for a writ of habeas corpus was made to the Court 
of Queen’s Bench and the writ was granted. On the 6th of 
Febroary, 1879, Messrs. Freshfields & Williams, on behalf 
of Mr. Renaud, the trustee of the estate of Terraz, applied by 
letter to Mr. Merriman for the sam of £135, to which Mr. 
Merriman replied that he was entitled to be paid his costs 
and expenses out of the money in his hands. 

In July, 1879, no money having been forthcoming, 
Mr. Renaud, the trustee of Terraz’s estate, com- 
menced an action against Mr. Merriman to re- 
cover the sums handed to him by Terraz, and shortly 
after the commencement of the action Messrs. Freshfields 
& Williams became aware for the first time that Mr. Merri- 
man had received from one Saugé a sum of £400 on 
Terraz’s account, besides the £135, which former sum was 
all spent. Mr. Merriman allowed judgment to go against 
him by default. 

As all applications to Mr. Merriman for the repayment of 
the money failed, the matter was eventually brought before 
the Incorporated Law Society, by whom these proceedings 
were instituted. 

Nov. 9.—WMerriman showed cause in person.—Speaking of 
the sum of £130 he contended that he was entitled to deduct 
therefrom his costs, charges, and expenses, which amounted 
to a considerable sum, and that Messrs. Freshfields & 
Williams had no right to claim the return of the whole of the 
£130 without those deductions. With regard to the other 
sum of £400, he admitted receiving it from Saugé for Terraz, 
and asserted that he placed it on a charge upon lands and 
buildings in Paternoster-square which were the subject of a 
written minute stating the terms thereof. He said that he 
had standing to bis credit with the Ecclesiastical Com- 
missioners a sum of about £2,060, subject to 
2 building agreement, and that the property upon 
which the money was secured, being worth £10,000, 
there was more than £1,000 security for every 
£160 he had invested for Terraz. (Mr. Merriman 
produced a document, which, after examination, the court 
said was merely an undated copy of an agreement, and 
which is referred to in the judgment of the court. A late 
clerk of the defendant’s was called to depose to the date on 
which the document was signed, but he was unable to fix the 
date with any certainty.) 

_ Lord Corertpce, C.J.—As this case involves such grave 
issues, we will take time to consider our judgment. 
Cur, adv, vult. 


Nov. 24.—On the assembling of the court, 

H. D. Greene, for the trustee of Terraz’s estate.—Be- 
fore the court proceeds to give judgment in this case, may I 
apply to your lordships to make an order for the payment of 
the money to the trustee ? The trustee not being a party 
to therule, I cannot urge any argument against the solicitor, 
bat the order I apply for would enable us to recover the 


money. 

Lord Corzrmpcz, C.J.—I do not see what power the 
court has to make such an order; you have judgment, 
and wean add nothing to the force of the judgment. 

. D. Greene.—The application is made under the Act for 
tke Abolition of Imprisonment for Debt (32 & 33 Vict. 


¢. 62), s. 4, which provides that default by an attorney or 
in payment of costs or money ordered by the court 
— paid, shall be excepted from the operation of the 


Lord Conertnce, ©.3.—We cannot make the order. 

Lord Cotenipver, C.J—In this case of Mr. Merriman’s, 
which we have taken time to consider about, we have gone 
carefully imto all the facts, and have come to the conclusion I 
am about to pronounce. We took time to consider because, 
before deci to take the strong step of removing a 
man from off the rolls of the court, we should be sbsolutely 
satisfied that there was no reasonable groand epon which we 
could interpret the case as being one of misconduct, though 
not unaccompanied with some amount of bona 2 
If there had been misappropriation bond fide, and if the in- 








ability to pay back the money had been owing to misfortune, 
pas A Tight have satisfied the justice of the case ; 
but we are of opinion that there is no course open to 

upon thoughtful consideration of the case, but to 
strike this gentleman off the rolls. I pass by 
the sums of money received by him and which 
he has improperly appropriated, because they would 
only complicate the matter, and because no question 
can arise with regard to them, but with regard to the £120 
and £400 the matter is different, and no question of complica. 
tion arises. For the sake of clearness it would be well to 
point out the two separate heads upon which the pro- 
ceedings instituted by the Law: Society were taken. 
They are in respect of two sums: of £120 and £400 respec. 
tively, both of which, it is admitted, passed into the hands. 
of Mr. Merriman, and both of which sums we are of 
opinion he has appropriated under very disgraceful circum- 
stances. ‘The £120 I will deal with first. Mr. Merriman admits 
that he received that sum to remit to Switzerland for a specific 
purpose, to a person specified, and that sam of £120.did un- 
doubtedly pass into Mr. Merriman’s hands, One Terraz-was 
the man from whom he received it, and, after he had handed 
the money to Mr. Merriman, there was a charge made against 
him of having contravened the Swiss bankruptcy laws, and he- 
was arrested. The charge, and the subsequent arrest of 
Terraz, were communicated to Mr. Merriman, who did not 
then transmit the money, because, as he says, of the arrest. 
I do not see what the arrest had to do with the money which 
he received from a client to do something with; but 
let that pass. It is just possible that Mr. Merriman 
might bave honestly thought that after Terraz’s arrest he 
could not properly pay the money to the Swiss creditors for 
whose benefit it was, and to whom it was to be sent by him 
according to the directions of Terraz. But the £120 was not 
his money; it was not really his client’s; but belonged 
rightfully to those for whom he had intrusted it to Mr. Merri- 
man. This £120 remained in Mr. Merriman’s pocket ; and 
in his elaborate defence he took up some time with a 
long explanation as to why Terraz’s arrest induced him not 
to transmit the money ; but we are of opinion that he said 
nothing beyond admitting the fact that he had got it. The 
question as to the £400 is more complicated. The £400: 
was placed in Mr. Merriman’s hands by Saugé, an inter- 
preter, a friend of Terraz, and Saogé is now dead. It is 
difficult, therefore, to ascertain the character of Sangé— 
whether he was a person who acted with Mr. Merriman in 
the misappropriation which I am abont to describe, or 
whether he was merely a tool of Mr. Merriman in the 
transaction. Saugé being dead, it is but charitable to 
assume the best, and there is nothing to show that he did 
not give the money, a8 Mr. Merriman says, to be invested 
by him. This £400, however, Mr. Merriman received. 
That he does not deny. He says that he invested it, but 
invested it in what? Why upon a security that 
is absolutely xi/— upon a security which is said 
to be a property of Mr. Merriman’s wife and which is vested 
in trustees, and said also to be of considerable value. No- 
deed of mortgage was given, but a document purporting to 
be an agreement for a loan was prepared, with a clause under- 


taking to give a regular mortgage if necessary, and there was. 


a proviso that neither of the mortgages should be registered, 
and that the document should be concealed from the persons 
having the present right to the property in the houses com- 
prising the property. This £400 was invested under the 
highest degree of suspicion. It was not only without notice 
being given to the persons who should have had notice, but 
there was a further provision that none should be given at 
all. But the matter does not stop there. When Mr. Merri- 
man addressed us, he left upon the court the impression that 
the money was advanced, and the security given, substan- 
tially contemporaneously; but it is said that the security had 
been given, not only aiter proceedings in bankruptcy had 
been taken, but after judgment had been recovered against 
him by M. Renaud, which judgment he allowed to go 
against him by default. I am not, however, pre- 
pared to gay that that is distinctly proved, because 
on being questioned by us, he varied considerably as to the 
exact date on which the security was given, but at any rate 
he said that it was a month or six weeks after the advance was 
made ; but, on the other hand, it was said that it might have 
been six weeks, or it might have been more, after proceedings 
had been instituted against him. And it must be remembered 
that all the time this money was in Mr. Merriman’s pocket, . 
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there were persons who were claiming this £400, as having 
been fraudulently abstracted by Terraz, and which was for 
their use. Now, what conclusion can be come to on these 
facts which are deposed to—at least some of them are—by 
Mr. Merriman’s own witness, whom we examined in court 
npon the last occasion? He received the £400, and invested 
it in a most suspicious manner, and the only security he gave 
for it was a disgraceful and suspicious one. He gave some- 
thing professing to be a security, but it is not certain that he 
did not give it some time after this M. Renaud had recovered 
judgment against him. There was another circumstance, not 
altogether unimportant, and that wasthat Mr, Merriman pro- 
duced in court a document which he said was a mortgage, 
but when it come to be looked at it was merely a copy of an 
agreement promising to give security, it had no date, and was 
altogether produced under circumstances of the greatest 
suspicion. Under these circumstances we have come to the 
conclusion, with respect to the sums of £120 and £400 
which passed into Mr. Merriman’s hands under circumstances 
quite incompatible with any lenient view being taken of the 
case, that we must inflict the full penalty. It is impossible 
for us to allow him any longer to continue to exercise his 
character as an officer of the court. As I have had occasion 
to say before, when these painful cases have been brought 
before us, the court has clothed him with authority to 
exercise his calling, but in exercising it the court will not 
allow its trusts to be abused by its own officers. The judg- 
oars we pronounce is that Mr. Merriman be struck off the 
rolls, 

Liver, J.—I am entirely of the same opinion, and I do 
not wish to add anything. 

Lorgs, J.—So am I, 

Solicitor for the Incorporated Law Society, Williamson. 

Solicitors for the official assignee of Terraz’s estate, Fresh- 
fields & Williams ; The Solicitor. 





(Sittings in Banc, before Lord Coteriver, C.J., Linpizy, 
and Loprss, JJ.). 
Nov. 23.— Webb v. Carew. 

This was a rule for a new trial on account of misdirec- 
tion. 

The action had been tried before Lord Coleridge and 
® jury, and was by one solicitor against another on an 
agreement, the enforcement of which the defendant resisted, 
on the ground that it was void, as being maintenance. 

Cave, Q.C., and Lane, appeared for the plaintiff. 

Clare, for the defendant.—This agreement was one by 
which the plaintiff, on the application of the defendant, 
who was himself ignorant of French, undertook to proseoute 
a claim in this country for a Frenchman named Croset, 
and incur the necessary costs. This done end the coats 
incurred, the defendant resisted their repayment, on the 
ground that it was maintenance. 

Linpvey, J., eaid, having narrated the facts, that there 
was certainly rothing morally wrong, oppressive, or vexa- 
tious in this agreement, which, indeed, was a business 
matter carried out every day. Was there anything illegal ? 
Upon this he examined the definition of “ maintenance ’’ by 
Lord Coke in “ Hawkins’ Pleas of the Crown,” and observed 
that some old statements as to this were really startling, 
Steg @ passage in a judgment by Mr. Justice Baller, in 
which that very distinguished judge remarked that under 
some of the straiter descriptions of the offence the procur- 
ing of a witness in a cause would be mainteuance, so that 
a man must either subpoena his witness or suppress the truth. 
His lordship then noticed and distinguished the cases urged 
as binding—Findene v. Parker, in which Lord Abinger, 
speaking of many of the old cases on the point as ‘‘ex- 
ploded,”’ said it would require a very strong case for him 
to say it was maintenance if a rich man found funds for 
& poor man whom he saw unjustly treated in the streets to 
get his wrongs redressed, and Shackle v. Hosier, which was 
an agreement to indemnify the plaintiff against the conse- 
quence of publishing a libel, a case obviously and on all 
points different from this. Here the agreement was not 
maintenance, and the plea failed.— Zimes. 





(Sittings in Banc before Denman and Linpxey, JJ.) 
Dec. 4.—Re @ Solicitor. 


Murray, on behalf of the Incorporated Law Society, moved 
for a rule calling upon the sclicitor to show cause why he 











should not be struck off therolls. On the Ist of October- 
last, the solicitor had pleaded guilty, at Bow-street Police- 
court, to a charge of having embezzled £5, and was sen- 
tenced to. six months’ imprisonment. He asked that the 
rule should be made returnable not earlier than ten days, 
because, in Coldbath-fields Prison, the rule could not be- 
served upon the solicitor without an order from the Secretary: 
of State. 

Rule granted. 

Solicitor, Williamson. 








OBITUARY. 


SIR JAMES COLVILE, 


The Right Hon. Sir James William Colvile, knight,. 
F.R.S., one of the permanent members of the Judicial 
Committee of the Privy Council, died very suddenly at 
his residence, 8, Rutland-gate, Hyde-park, on Sunday, 
the 5th inst., at the age of seventy. Sir James Colvile 
was the son of Mr. Andrew Colvile, of Craigflower, Fife- 
shire, his mother having been a daughter of the first Lord 
Auckland, and he was born in 1810. He was educated at. 
Eton and at Trinity College, Cambridge, where he graduated 
as a senior optime in 1831, and he was called to the bar at 
the Inner Templein Trinity Term, 1835. He practised for 
about ten years as an equity draftsman and conveyancer, and 
in 1845 he proceeded to Calcutta, on receiving the appoint- 
ment of Advccate-General of Bengal. He di 
that office for three years, practising also at the bar at- 
Calcutta, and in 1848 he was appointed a puisne judge 
of the Supreme Court, and received the honour of knight- 
hood. Seven years later, on the resignaticn of Sir Law- 
rence Peel, he was appointed Chief Justice of Calcutta, 
but in 1859 he retired upon a pension and returned to 
England. He was soon afterwards sworn a member of the 
Privy Council, and appointed Indian Assessor to the Judicial 
Committee. For twelve years he rendered valuable ser- 
vices in the hearing of Indian appeals, and immediately 
after the passing of the Judicial Committee Act, 1871, 
he was appointed one of the paid. members of the Jadicial 
Committee of the Privy Council. Sir J. Colvile’s long experi- 
ence in the Supreme Court at Calcutta, both as counsel and 
as judge, gave him great advantages in dealing with Indian 
cases, while he also showed very great ability in dealing 
with thegeneral business of the Judicial Committee. For 
some time past he had suffered from the effects of weakened 
action of the heart, but he had shown no symptoms of 
of failure of mental or physical powers. On Saturday, the 
4th inst., he sat with Sir Barnes Peacock and Sir Robert 
Collier, and heard two Indian appeals, and seemed to be 
in his usual hea'th and spirits. On Sunday he took.a 
walk of about two miles, but he died the same evening. 
Sir J. Colvile bad filled the office of president of the 
Asiatic Society of Bengal, and be was a fellow of the 
Royal Society, a magistrate and deputy-lieutenant for 
Fifeshire, and a bencher of the Inner Temple. He was 
married to the daughter of Sir John Peter Grant, K.0.B., 
but he leaves no family. His remains have been removed 
to Scotland, and his funeral takes place to-day. 





MR, WILLIAM CHARTRES. 


Mr. William Chartres, solicitor (the head of the firm of 
Chartres, Youll, & Wilkinson), of Newcastle-upon-Tyne, 
died at Ayton, on the 5th inst. Mr, Chartres was born in 
1809, and was admitted a solicitor in 1831, and for about 
forty-six years had practised with great success at New- 
castle. For several years he had acted as local agent and 
solicitor to the Scottish Union Fire and Life Insurance Com- 
pany, and he had a very extensive commercial practice. For 
several years past he had been associated in practice with 
Mr. John Gibson Youll and Mr. George Wilkinson, Mr. 
Chartres was a perpetual commissioner for Neweastle-upoa- 
Tyne, and for the counties of Northumberland and Durham. 

is death has caused very great regret among a large circle 
of friends at Newcastle. 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


The usual weekly meeting of this society was held on 
‘Wednesday, the 8th inst., at Clement’s-inn, Mr. W. Dowson 
‘in the chair, Mr. Spokes moved the rejection of the 
motion on the paper, ‘* That the political ties which exist be- 
tween this country and her colonies are an anachronism, and 
absolute independence should be conceded to such colonies,” 
and was supported by Messrs. Derry, Maxwell, Wayman, 
Dormer, Jenks, and Robinson ; and opposed by Mr. Mac- 
Jaren. Mr. Spokes replied, and upon a division the motion 
was lost by a majority of eleven votes. 





LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. ABranam ABRAHAMS, solicitor, of 46, Bedford-row, 
has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the 
Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women for the 
‘County of Middlesex and the Cities of London and West- 
munster, 

Mr. Joserx Barrett, solicitor, of 5, Leadenhall-street, 
and Upton, has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for 
taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women 
for the Counties of Middlesex and Essex, and the Cities of 
London and Westminster. 

Mr. Atrrep Bagratt, barrister, has been appointed one 
of the Secretaries to the Oxford University Commission. 
Mr. Barratt was formerly scholar of Balliol College, where ha 
graduated as a double first (classics and mathematics) in 
1866. He obtained the Eldon Law Scholarship in 1870, and 
he was afterwards elected a fellow of Brasenose College. 
He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Hilary Term, 
1872, and he practises in the Chancery Division. 


Mr. Witt1am Henny Boococs, solicitor, of Halifex, has 
been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 

Mr. Ceci Bray, solicitor (of the firm of Bray & Peter), 
of Holsworthy, has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner 
for taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women 
for Devonshire and Cornwall. 

Mr, Arruur CHALLINoR, solicitor, of Hanley, has been 
elected Clerk of the Peace for the borough of Hanley. Mr. 
Challinor was admitted a solicitor in 1875, and is also town 
clerk of Hanley. 

Mr. H. Homewoop Crawrorp (Messrs. Chorley, Craw- 
ford, & Chester) has been appointed Clerk of the Ward of 
Dowgate City, in the room of Mr. H. S. Law, deceased. 

Mr. Gzorcr Henry Ganerarp, solicitor (of the firm of 
New, Prance, & Garrard), of Evesham and Alcester, has been 
elected an Alderman for the Borough of Evesham. Mr. 
Garrard has been three times mayor of the borough. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1852, and is clerk to the Evesham 
Highway Board, and to the Bengeworth Burial Board. 

Mr. Nanasnal Harrpas, Government Pleaderat Bombay, 
has been appointed to actas a Judge of the High Court of 
Judicature at Bombay, during the absence of Mr. Justice 
Kemball. 

Mr. Hexry Witt1am Jowrs, eolicitor, of Colchester, has 
been appoiated a Commistioner to administer Oaths in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 

Mr. James West Jones, solicitor (of the firm of Tennant, 
Paine, & Jones), of Hanley, Leck, and Stone, has been 
elected Coroner for the Borough of Hanley. Mr. West Jones 
was admitted a solicitor in 1877. He was also recently ap- 
pointed solicitor to the Hanley Starr-Bowkett Building 

iety. His senior partner, Mr. Edmund Tennant, is regis- 
tear of the Hanley Coanty Court, and district registrar 
under the Judicature Acts. 

Mr. Joux Lame, solicitor, of Birkenhead, has been ap- 
pointed a Notary Public. 

Mr. Jonx Bercumse Sreruens, solicitor, has been ap- 
pointed a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the Acknow- 
— of Deeds by Married Women for the County of 





Mr. Stertinc WEsruorp, solicitor, of Ipswich, has been 
elected an Alderman for that borough, and Chairman of the 
School of Science and Art. Mr. Westhorp was admitted a 
solicitor in 1847, and is clerk to the county magistrates for 
the Sainford Division. 

Mr. Justice Wiut1aMs has received the honour of Kunight- 
hood. 


DISSOLUTION OF PARTNERSHIP. 


JaMEs ScaRvert and Frank Pextatrr Surrwery, solici- 
tors, Chelmsford (Scarlett & Sutthery). December 3, 1878. 
[ Gazette, Dec. 7, 1880.]} 





COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jornt Stock ComPANIEs, 


LiMiTED In CHANCERY. 


Co-oPpERATIVE FounprRY AND BuritpErs’ Scuppty anD ADVANCE 
Association, Liwitep.—V.C. Hall has fixed Dec 14 at 12 at his 
chambers for the appointment of an official liquidator 

McLean anp Company, Limitep.—Petition for winding wD, pre- 
sented Dec 1, directed to be heard before the M.R. on Dec 11. 
Baker and Co, Cannon st, solicitors for the petitioner 

MERCANTILE AND Excuance Cuivus, Lrurrep.—Creditors are re- 
quired on or before Jan 6, to send their names and addresses and 
the particulars of their debts and claims, to Minshull, Fenchurch 
st, Jan 22 at 12 is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon 
the debts and claims 

Osszin Tannine Company, Limrrep.—V.C. Bacon has by an order 
dated Nov 23, appointed Cape, Old Jewry, to be official liquidator 

Rock Fire Orrice, Lruairsp.—Petition for winding up, presented 
Nov 29, directed to be heard before the M.R. on Dec 11. Seal, 
Serjeant’s inn, Fleet st, agent for Rawson and Co, solicitors for the 
petitioner 

Sourn Kensineton Co-operative Stores, Limitep.—Petition for 
winding up, presented Nov 30, directed to be heard before Malins, 
V.C., on Dec 1l. Ramskill, New Broad st, solicitor for the peti- 
tioner 

Srzam Tramways Company oF IRELAND, Liwitep.—The M.R. has 
fixed Dec 15 at his chambers at 12, for the appointment of an 
official liquidator 

[ Gazette, Dec. 3.] 


Durnam SkaBorne Coat Association, Liwitep.—By an order 
made by V.C. Hall, dated Nov 26, it was ordered that the volun- 
tary winding up of the association be continued. Gedge and Co, 
solicitors for the petitioner 

Go.p Company or SoutHERN InprA, Limitep.—Petition for winding 
up, presented Dec 3, directed to be heard before Hall, V.C., on 
Dec 17. Greenhill, Gracechurch st, solicitor for the petitioner 

Mosarc Tite Company, Liwirep.—By an order made by the M.R., 
dated Nov 27, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Gush 
and Phillips, Finsbury circus, solicitors for the petitioner. 

Province or Brescra Steam Tramway Company, Limirep.—Peti- 
tion for winding up, presented Dec 6, directed to be heard before 
Hall, V.C., on Dec 17. Abrahams and Co, Old Jewry, solicitors 
for the petitioners 

SHrPowNERS AND Mariners’ Insurance Company, Limitep.—The 
M.R. has by an order dated Aug 5, appointed Saffery, Old Jewry 
chambers, to be official liquidator. Creditors are required on or 
before Jan 7 to send their names and addresses and the particulars 
of their debtsor claims to the above. Jan 21 at 11 is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

{ Gazette, Dec. 7. 


Unsiimitep ry CHANCERY. 

Berprort WarErworxs Company-—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented Dec 6, directed to be heard before Hall, V.C., on Dec 17. 
Dangerfield and Blythe, Craven st, Charing Cross, agents for 
Symonds and Son, solicitors for the petitioners 

[ Gazette, Dec. 7.] 


County PaLatine or LANCASTER. 

Berrayyia Guass Bottte Company, Limirep.—By an order made 
by V.C. Little dated Nov 29, it was ordered that the voluntary 
winding up of tha company be continued. Boote and Edgar, 
Manchester, solicitors for the petitioner 

(Gazette, Dec. 7.] 


Frtenpty Societies DissoLven, 
Frest Revormep Union Benerit Society, Ark, Droitwich, Worces- 
ter. Nov #0 
Lora Brorugrs’ Returgw Lovage Society, OppreLLows, Anchor 
Inn, Salterforth, York. Nov 30 
[ Gazette, Dec. 3.] 





In the Queen’s Bench Division, on the 3rd inst., a new trial 
was granted ir the case of Mason v. Aird, which, it will be 
remembered, was an action by an attorney’s clerk, who sued 
his late sare for refusing him a certificate of service, and 
destroying his character, and recovered £1,100 damages. 
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CREDITORS’ CLAIMS, 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 


Arnot, JAmEs, Great Woodcote, nr Carshalton, Farmer. Jan 24. 
Anderson v Arnot, V.C. Hall. Ashwin, Garden ct, Temple 

Bryer, Martin, Conduit st, Regent st, Boot Maker. Jan 10, Beyer 
v Beyer, V.C. Malins. Richards. Warwick st, Regent st 

Crocker, AtBERT JouN, Eastlands, Dulwich, Merchant. Jan 8, 
—— v Green, V.C. Hall. Reeves and Wadmore, Essex st, 

tran 

Inerzy, Lovisa Epwarps, Lewisham, Schoolmistress. Dec 29. 
Wheeler v Ingrey, M.R. Stacpoole and Son, Old Broad st 

Kunze, Cuartes Henry. Baker’s row, Whitechapel, Beer Retailer. 
Dec 23. Hofmeyer v Kunze. V.C. Bacon. Wellborne, Duke st, 
London Bridge 

Martin, Witxi1am, Sturminster Marshall, Dorset, Agriculturist. 
Dec 17. Martin v Chisiett, V.C. Bacon. Dickinson, Poole 

PerriAM, Joun, Villiers rd, Willesden, Upholsterer. Jan 7. 
Perriam v Perriam, V.C. Malins. Morgan, Somerset st, Portman 


8q 
TinsLay, JosrpH, West st, Mile End, Licensed Victualler. Jan 1. 
Halfyard v Seymour, V.C. Hall. Biggenden, Well st, Hackney 
Warina, Samurt Lone, Oaks, Norwood, Gent. Jan6. Waring v 
Winter, V.C. Malins. Winter, Bedford row 
Weis, Cuarves, Langford, Beds, Publican. Dec 31. Coleman v 
Wells, M.R. Wade-Gery, Shefford 
[ Gazette, Dec. 3.] 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 25. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 

AtpripGgr, MartHa Wuitcuurcsn, Throop, Hants. Jan 1. Witt 
and Kemp-Welch, Poole 

45 wee Tuomas, Chorley, Lancaster, Yeoman. Dec 27. Morris, 

orle 

Bates, Wiiir1am, North Lynn, Norfolk, Farmer. Dec3l. Coulton 
and Son, King’s Lynn 

BoarD, Rosert, Edingworth, Somerset, Yeoman. Feb 1. Smith, 
Weston-super-Mare 

Bowker, Betty, Haughton, Lancaster.. Dec 20. Smith, Hyde 

BrapsHaw, MAnsEr, Lambard villas, Greenwich, Retired Staff 


Commander, H.M.’s Navy. Jan 31. Whiteford and Bennett, 
Plymouth 

CHarpMAN, STEPHEN, Reading, Tobacconist. Dec 25. Creed, 
Reading 


De Lasxt, ALEXANDER, Brighton, Esq. Jan 31. Walters and Co, 
New sq, Lincoln’s inn 

Drwuurst, Samvuzt, Manchester, Merchant. Dec 25. Weston and 
Co, Manchester 

Erreinton, Saran, Rugby, Warwick. Dec 31. Wratislaw, Rugby 

sf Joun, Broughton, Flint, Farmer. Jan 23. Tatlock, 

ester 

Granam, Epwarp, Thirstin-in-Honley, Almondbury, Grocer. Jan 
1. Moseley, Huddersfield 

GREENWOOD, GEORGE, Ripponden, Halifax, Yeoman. Dec 15. 
Holt, Ripponden 

Hamerton, Exiza, Leamington, Warwick. Dec 25. Weston and 
Co, Manchester 

Harrineron, Wittram, Newland, Worcester, Farmer. Jan 1. 
Masefield and Sons, Ledbury 

Harvey, Georer, Newark-upon-Trent, Maltster. Jan 13. Pratt and 
Hodgkinsons, Newark-upon-Trent 

Hornsy, Mary, Dunnington, York, Proprietor of a Lunatic Asylum. 
Jani1. Newton and Co, York 

Keranrsry, James, Tarlton, Gloucester, Farmer. Jan 15. Kearsey 
and Parsons, Stroud 

LatHam, Mary, Chorley, Lancaster. Dec 27. Morris, Chorley 

Lax, Groner Witt1am, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Public Accountant. 
Jan 20, Clark, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Lxacn, Stzrxen, Plymouth, Accountant. Jan 31. Whiteford and 
Bennett, Plymouth 

Lex, Emma, Rugby, Warwick. Dec 31. Wratislaw, Rugby 

Linpsay, Wini1aM Maitzanp, Hastings, Gent. Dec 31. Roy and 
Cartwright, Lothbury 

Lucas, Tuomas, Hillmorton, Warwick, Railway Contractor. Dec 31. 
Wratislaw, Rugby 

—_— ns Sheffield, Joiner. Dec 31. Burdekin and Co, 

effie 

Pixz, Joun Wrtrtram, Wareham, Dorset, Merchant. Dec 28. 
Walker, Fitzroy st, Fitzroy % 

Rozrnson, Josgern, St. John’s, Isle of Man, Retired Joiner. Dec 20. 
Eaton and Son, Liverpool 

Szaton, James, Chorlton-upon-Medlock, Manchester, Gent. Jan 19, 
Farrar and Hall, Manchester 

Sprnorr, Mary, Horsforth, Guiseley, York. Dec 13. 
Horsforth 

Tuynant, Sanpgrson, Paper bldngs, Temple, Barrister-at-law. 
Jan1, Mossop, Cannon st 

Tuomas, Epmunp, Writtle, Essex, Gent. Jan14, Cridge, Bishops- 
gate st Within 

Tuomas, Susannan, Chelmsford, Essex. Jan14. Cridge, Bishops- 
gate st Within 

Tnompson, Saran, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Dec 24. Wood and 
Son, Birmingham 

VAUGHAN-AnBUCKLE, James Witu1aM, Chatham, Major, Royal 
Marines. Dec 31. Jenkyn, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Watson, Mantannyz, George st, Woolwich. Dec 29. Howard, 
Quality ct, Chancery lane 

Wust, Rey. Temrpix Watter, Tetcott, Devon, March 1, Venning 
and Goldsmith, Devonport 

Wiuson, Tuomas, Shotley Hall, Northumberland, Esq. Dec 31. 
Brown, Newcastlo-upon-Tyne 

[@asette, Nov. 30.1 


Craven, 





COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or REa@IsTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Covert og Masrge or Tx 

Date. ontheg Rous. V.C. Mazaxa, 
Monday, Dec. 13Mr. Koe Mr. Jackson Mr. Farrer 
Tuesday ...... 14 Clowes Cobby Teesdale 
Wednesday.... 15 Koe Jackson Farrer 
Thursday .... 16 Clowes Cobby 
Friday......+. 17 © Koe Jackson Farrer 
Saturday .... 18 Clowes Cobby Teesdale 

v.C.Bacom, V.C. Harz. Mr. a 

Monday, Dec. 13Mr.Latham Mr. PembertonMr. Merivale 
Tuesday ...... 14 Leach Ward ing 
Wednesday.... 15 Latham Pemberton Merivale 
Thursday .... 16 Leach Ward King 
Friday.....ee. 17 Latham Pemberton Merivale 
Saturday ....18 Leach Ward King 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Dec. 13—Mr. E. JACKSON, at the Mart at 2 p.m., Freehold and 
Leasehold Properties (see advt. Dec. 4, p. 3). 

Dec. 15.—Messrs. Epwin Fox & BovusFizLD, at the Mart at 
2 i Freehold and Leasehold Property (see advt., Dec. 4, 
p. 3). 

Dec. 15.—Messrs. FutLER, Horszy, Son, & Co., at the Mart 
at 2. p.m., Freehold Properties (see advt., Dec. 4, p. 3). 

Dec. 15.—Mr. Ropert W. MANN, at Elvaston-place, Furni- 
ture, &c. (see advt. Nov. 27, p. 6). 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 
Coxttincs.—On Dec. 6, at 44, Redcliffe-gardens, South 
Kensington, the wife of P. Collings, solicitor, of a son. 
Davies.—On Nov. 29, at 11, Charchfield-road, Mattock- 
lane, Ealing, the wife of Alfred J. Davies, solicitor, of a son. 
Fuirorp.—On Nov. 27, at 89, Queen’s-gate, the wife of Cecil 
M. Fulford, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 
Manson.—On Nov. 29, at Ivy House, Sydenham, the wife of 
E. W. Manson, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 
DEATHS. 
CHARTREs.—On Dec. 5, at Ayton, N.B., aged 71, William 
Chartres, of Newcastle-upon-Tyne, solicitor. 
PitcHer.—On Nov. 25, at 3, Bath-terrace, Richmond, James 
Ernest Pilcher, solicitor. 
SranrorD.—On Dec. 2, at 5, North-bank, Regent’s-park, John 
Frederick Stanford, J.P., F.R.S., barrister-at-law, aged 65. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts. 
Fripay, Dec. 3, 1880. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 

Bough, William, Pindock Mews, Warwick rd, Paddington, Art: 
Metal Worker. Pet Nov 30. Hazlitt. Dec 17 at 11 

— —- Coborn rd, Bow, Draper. Pet Decl. Brougham. 

lec 21 at 11 

Moorhead, Robert A., Newgate st, Commission Agent. Pet Dec 2. 
Hazlitt. Dec 22 at 11 

Panter, Albert George, Crescent pl, Mornington crescent, Tailor. 
Pet Nov 30. Hazlitt. Dec 15 atl 

Robertson, Duncan P., Blenheim crescent, Notting Hill, Pet Nov 
29. Pepys. Dec 15 at 12 

Smith, Frederick George,. Beaconsfield terrace, Kilburn, Cheese- 
monger. Pet Nov 29. Pepys. Dec 15 at 12.30 

— a Mark lane, t Factor. Pet Decl. Brougham. 

at 
Webb, Beavor, Albemarle st. Pet Nov 29. Pepys. Dec 15 at 12.30 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Balls, Henry, Cromer, Norfolk, Fisherman, Pet Nov 30. Cooke,. 
Norwich. Dec 18 at 2 

Batigan, Bernard, Hanley, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Pet Nov 
30. Tennant, Hanley. Dec 18 at 11 

Briggs, Thomas, Manchester, Yarn Merchant, Pet Nov 29. Lister. 
Manchester, Dec 17 at 12 

Carroll, Michael, Hanley, Stafford, Egg and Butter Dealer. Pet 
Nov 30. Tennant, Hanley. Dec 18 at 12 

Carswell, Thomas, Carlisle, Manure Manufacturer, Pet Nov 30. 
Halton, Carlisle. Dec lat 11 

Coleman, Thomas, Chiddingly, Sussex, Licensed Victualler. Pet 
Nov 29. Blaker, Lewes. ec 17 at 11 

Hargreaves, George. Shipley, York, Worsted Manufacturer, Pet 
Nov 26, Robinson, Bradford. Dec 17 at 1.30 
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meee 
Odevaine, Charles Dominique a Tenby, Pembroke, Retired | Ellis, Richard James, Calne, Wilts, Baker. Dec 13 at11 at the White 

Commander. Pet Nov 30. Parry, Pembroke Dock. Dec 15 at | Hart Hotel, Calne. Henly 5 
11.30. Ellis, Samue bare gyal ry Leicester, nese ged Dec 14 at 3 at 
offices of wick and Co, chambers, Leicester, 


Potbury, a Old Windsor, Berks, Carpenter. Pet Nov 30. 
Darvill, Windsor. Dec 18 at 11 

Shephard, Thomas 8. D., Forest Ley Kent, Esquire. Pet Nov 30. 
Pitt-Taylor, Greenwich. Dec 17 at 

Tonkinson, William, Stoke-on-Trent, * prick and Tile Maker. Pet 
Nov 29. Tennant, Hanley. Dec 15 ab3 


TuEspay, Dec. 7, 1880. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
'o Surrender in London. 
Blades, William Barker, The Grove, Hammersmith, Chemist. Pet 
Dec 3._ Pepys. Dec 17 at 12 
Helden, Benjamin John Cowell, Pall Mall. Pet Decl. Brougham. 
Dec 21 at 12 
James, Henry William, North ery rd, East Dulwich, Builder. Pet 
Decl. Brougham. Dec 2lat1 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Fisher, - ur, Derby, Jeweller. Pet Dec 3. Weller, Derby. Dec 
21 at 1 
Heywood, John, Hassocks Gate, Sussex,” Licensed Victualler. Pet 
Dec 4. Jones, Brighton. Dec 22 at 12 
Lowe, John, Trammere, Chester, Solicitor. Pet Dec3. Bellringer, 
Liverpool. Dec 20 at 12 
Simpson, Hannah, Milk Seller, Rotherham, York. Pet Dec 2. 
Wake, Sheffield. Dec 20 at 11.30 
_ eaten” acecaeigie Draper. Pet Dec 3. Blaker, Lewes. 
4 
Weeks, He gs, Sussex; Tailor. Pet Dec 4. Youn; 
Hastin Toc 22 at] 22 at 12” > 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED, 
Frinay, Dec. 3, 1880. 
Spivey, Frank, Hove, Sussex, we wed Nov 19 


Liquidations by Arrangem 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Frrmay, Dec. 3, 
Adams, Joseph, Stretton, near Burton- SS emiiens Butcher. Dec 14 
at 2.30 at offices of Mears, Station st, Burton-on-Trent 
Addy, Edward, Monk Bretton, nr Barnsley, York, Linen Bleacher. 
Dec 22 at 4 at offices of Rideal, Chronicle chmbrs, Barnsley 
Antrobus, James Deane, Manchester, Greengrocer. Dec 20 at 3 at 
offices of Ritson and Grundy, Princess st, Manchester 
Archer, Thomas William, Birmingham, Timber Merchant. Dec 15 
at 3 at the Queen’s Hotel, Stephenson place, Birmingham, Bar- 
low and Co 
Aston, George, Longton, Stafford, Joiner. Dec 14 at 11.30 at offices 
of Welch, Caroline st, Longton 
Atherton, George, Higher Adlington, Lancashire, Provision Dealer. 
Dec 17 at 3 at offices of Ramwell and Co, Mawdsley st, Bolton 
Aylwin, Edwin Herbert, Romer terrace, Greyhound rd, Builder. 
Dec 11 at 2 at the Inns of Court Hotel, High Holborn: Lomax, 


Haymarket 
George, Finstock, Oxford, Baker. Dec 20 at 12 at offices of 

Mallam, High st, Oxford st 

Batchelor, Edward, Bath, Baker, Dee 20 at 11 at offices of Bartrum 
and Bartlett, Northumberland buildings 

—: Wilson Rod, Isleworth. Dec 21 at 3 at offices of Patey and 

Warren, London Wall 

Bere, Albert, Chard, Somerset, Grocer. Dec 17 at 2 at offices of 
Clifton and Carter, Broad st, Bristol 

Bills, James, Hill Top, West Bromwich, Drysalter. Dec 18 at 11 at 
at offices of Shakespeare, Church st, Oldbury 

Boffey, Philip, Congleton, Chester, Farmer. Dec 16 at 11 at Lion 
and Swan Hotel, West st, Congleton 

Bolton, William, Banbury, Oxford. Boot Maker. Dec 17 at 2 at 
George and nop A Hotel, Bristol. Pain and Hawtin, Banbury 

Briscomb, William George Normanton, Warwick st, Pimlico, Tailor. 
Dec 22 at 3 at offices of Rumney, Walbrook 

Carter, Jeremiah, and Charles Carter, Basinghall st, Merchants. 
Dec 16 at 3 at offices of Phelps and Co, Gresham st 

Case, Henry, Southsea, Hants, Retired Assistant Architect. 
at 1 at offices of Edmonds and Co. Cheapside. Feltham, Portsea 

Cater, Joseph, Chorlton-upon-Medlock, Manchester, Clerk in Holy 
Orders. Dec 16 at 3 at offices of Nuttall and Son, John Dalton st, 
Manchester 

Cheyne, John Powles, Westgate terrace, West Brompton, Public 
cere Dec 20 at 2 at offices of “po Boe uot Co, Marin’ ’s lane, 


Collins, William, Birmingham, Fruiterer. 
Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Cooper, Benjamin, Birmingham, Beer Retailer. Dec 16 at 12 at 
offices of of Reece and Co, New st, Rirmingham 

Coyne, Th omas, Clitheroe, Lancaster, Tailor. Dec 22 at 10.30 at 
Old Bull Hote Hotel, Church st, Blackburn. Eastham, Clitheroe 

Craven, Thomas, Bradford, Stuff Manufacturer. "Dec 13 at 11 at 
offices of rand Jeffery, Cheapside 

Cross, Henry Newland, Birmingham, Tinned Wire Manufacturer. 
Dee 11 at i1 at offices of Kast, Temple st, Birmingham 

Davies, Evan, ge Gaio, Carmarthen, Farmer. Dec 15 at 12 
at the County Court Office, Lampeter, Price and Lloyd, Lam- 


peter 
Denman, William, New Flower Market, Covent Garden, Nursery- 
man, Dec 23 at 3 at offices of Cooper, Southat | ame 3 nm bidgs 
ew John Bentley, Honley, nr Woollen Manu- 
factarer.’ Dec 16 at ab offices of Ainley and Hall, New st, Hud. 


dersfield 
———, Jobn, =, Rieninien, Hardware Merchant. Dec 17 at2 at 
the Queen’s Hotel, Stephenson pl, Birmingham. Ryland and Co, 


Beards Chas les, Chepstow, Secommer, Butcher. Dec 18 at 2 at 

Offices of Morgan, Bridge st, New 
Eggleston, William, Keyworth, clingham, Cordwainer, Dec 20 
Low pavement, Notting: 


Dee 17 


Dec 22 at 2 at offices of 


Fag at offices of Cranch and Stroud, 








Loseby and Battiscombe, Leicester 

Fermor, John, Thistle grove, South one Job Master. Dec 24 
at 3 at offices of Cooper, Southampton bl Holborn 

Finch, George, Berghalt, Suffolk, Farmer. 21 at 12 at offices of 

seas Sieeee Sein ly printed in 
‘ogge' ° and not Jo! roggett, as erroneously 
Gazette of 23rd ultimo), Penrith, Cumberland, Hosier. Dee 13 at 
3 at the Salutation Hotel, Victoria rd, Penrith. Cant, Penrith 

Garwood, Ebenezer, Haverhill, Suffolk, Builder, Dec 15 at 11 at 
offices of Ellison and Co, ‘Alexandra st, Petty 

Gawthorne, Benjamin Josiah, Burnley, Lancashire, Grocer. . Dec 17 
at 2 at offices of Creeke and Sandy, Cliviger st, Burnley 

Goodwin, Henry, Shotteswell, Warwick, Carpenter. Deo 15 at 11 at 
offices of Whitehorn, High St, Banbury 

man, William, Uxbridge rd. Ealing Dean, Grocer. Dec 23 at 3 

at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Woodbridge and Sons 
Brentford 

Green, George, Overbury, Worcester, Farmer. Dec 13 at the Swan 
Hotel, Tewkesbury, in lieu of the place originally named 

Greenway, Frederick, Stapleton, Gloucester, Stone Mason, Dec 22 
at 12 at offices of Ray and Bush, Bridge st, Bristol 

Grist, William, St Phillips, Bristol, Beerhouse keeper. Dec 10 at 11 
at offices of Tonkin, Albion chmbrs, Bristol 

any Joseph, Manchester, Muslin "Manufacturer. Dec 17 at 11 at 
& vv — Eagle Hotel, Corporation st, Manchester. Needham, 

Gwinnell, George, Flaxley rd, near Cinderford, Gloucester, Tailor. 
Dec 17 at 12 at offices of Parker, Newnham 

Hando, John, Weston-super- -Mare, Builder. Dec 16 at 11 at offices 
of Smith, Sydenham terrace, Weston-super-Mare 

is, James, Camden rd, China Dealer. Dec 17 at 3 at offices of 

Greening and Co, Cheapside. Swaine, King st, Cheapside 

Harris, Thomas, Ludgate hill, Dealer in Electro Plate. Dec 14 at 2 
at offices of Dyte and Stead, Chancery lane. Porteous, Basinghall 
st 


Hartley, John, Old Pellow, near Halifax, Earthenware Merchant, 
Dec 22 at 11 at the Creditors’ Association, Crown st, Halifax 

Hesketh, William, Preston, Lancashire, Boot Dealer. Dec 16 at 11 
at offices of Thompson and Craven, Lune st, Preston 

Hickson, Thomas, Great Grimsby, Lincoln, Potato Dealer. Dec 20 
at 3 at offices of Mason, Victoria st South, Great Grimsby 

Hilton, Robert, rie Lancashire, Butcher. Dec 16 at 10.30 at 
offices of Wilson, King st, Wigan 

Hivey, William Henry, Hivtepost, Mat Merchant. Dec 15 at 1 at 
offices of Morecroft and Winstanley, Castle st, Liverpool 

Holme, Mary Ann, Liverpool, Butcher. Dec 17 at 3 at offices of 
Lowe, Mount-pleasant, Liverpool 

Horley, Samuel Old st, St Luke’s, Hard Wood Merchant. Dec 28 
at 3 at Mullens’ Hotel, Ironmonger lane. Downing, Basinghall 
st, London 

Hubbard, James, Thelnetham, Suffolk, Farmer. Dec 17 at 11.30 at 
the Crown Hotel, Diss. Fowell, Garboldisham 

Hughes, Samuel, Connahs Quay, Flint, Draper. Dec 15 at 12 at the 
Palatine Hotel, Manchester. Churton, Chester 

Jackson, Richard, Bolton, Lancashire, Chemist. Dec 15 at 3 at 
offices of Rutter and Finney, Mawdsley st, Bolton 

Janny, George, jun, Crowle, Lincoln, Shoemaker. Dec 16 at 11 at 
offices of Pearson and Burtonshaw, Crowle 

Johnston, Francis, Blackburn, Power Loom Cloth Manufacturer, 
Dec 21 at 11 at Spread Eagle Hotel, Corporation st, Manchester. 
Needham, Blackburn 

Jolley, James, Walsall, Victualler. Dec 17 at 12 at offices of Baker, 
Bridge st, Walsall 

Jones, William, Ruabon, Denbigh, Innkeeper. Dec 23 at 11 at office 
of Morris, Priory st, Wrexham 

Jowett, Jonas, Littletown, Liversedge, York, Pavior. Dec 21 at 3at 
offices of Sykes, Heckmondwike 

Kealey, Thomas, Portobello rd, Notting hill, Corn Chandler. Dec 13 
at 1 at Ridler’s Hotel, Holborn. Goatly, Westminster Bridge rd 

King, Charles, Leddington, Gloucester, out of business. Dee 16 at 
12 at offices of Parker, Newnham 

Laggett, John, Deal, Sergeant of Marines. Dec 20 at 12 at offices of 
Stephens and Sons, Railway st, Chatham. Norman, C 

Lawson, George, jun, Westoe, South Shields, Licensed Victualler, 
Dec 16 at 3 at offices of Purvis and Son, King st, South Shields 

Lee, Edwin, Hulme, Manchester,}Eurniture Broker. Dec 24 at 3 at 
offices of Sutton and Elliott, Fountain st, Manchester 

Leek, Robert, Castleford, York, Tailor. Dec 16 at 2 at offices of 
Horner, Wood Bt, Wakefield 

Liddle, William Thomas, Coatham, York, Accountant, Dec 11 at 11 
at Excelsior Hotel, Bridge st West, Middlesborough 

Longden, peo Little Hou, nghton, near Barnsley, York, Farmer. 
Dec 16 at 12 at Coach and Horses Hotel, Barnsley, and 
Pollard, Rotherham 

Lovegrove, Charles, Liverpool, Chemist. Dec 21 at 2 at offices of 
Collins and Co, Union ct, Liverpool 

Low, Alfred, Cambridge, Commission Agent. Decl6 at 3 at offices 
of ‘Turner, St Andrew’s st, Leg overs ol 


Low, William Edward, Upper Marylebone st, Greengrocer, Dec 17 
at 11 at Law Institution, Chancery lane. Roberts, Clement’s inn, 


Strand 

Lush, Gearin un., Portsea, Hants, Cooper. Dec 18 at 12 at offices 
of © eorge’s 8q, Portsea. Paterson, Portsea 

Mason, hes Frome, Somerset, out of business. Dee 16 at 8 at 
Angel Inn, Frome. McCarthy, Frome 

Matthews, "Robert, and Henry Motibowna ng? 3s Cross rd, Bent 
Timber Manufacturers. Dec 22 at 3 at offices of Cooper, Bouth- 
ampton buildings, Holborn 

MecGuinnes, William, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler, Dec 16 at 3 at 
offices of Horner, Stafford st, ‘Livery 001 

Metcalf, Charles Middlesborough, © ‘al Merchant, Dec 16 at 11 at 
offices of Ward, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Moore, John, Blakeney, Gloucester, Tailor, Deo 14 at 12 at offices 

of Parker, Newnham 
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‘Stone, John Charles, Shrewsbury, Schoclmaster. 
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teen, William, Rawfolds. y Laverton, York, Grocer. Dec 14 at 
Lg erat ln carey Ph her. ba 17 at 3 

Nicho otograp at 

offices of hef—n Furnival’s inn. Holborn. Ginn, Cambridge 

A neg George, Blackstock rd, Highbary Assistant G Grocer. Dec 18 
caer, cee oh —— john, King st, Cheapside. 

si eapside 

on eit h, n, tite, near Manchester, Tailor. Dec 14 at 3 at offices 
of Cree and Co, Barton arcade, Manch ester 

Parker, John, Gilberdike, near Howden, York, Butcher. Dec 13 at 
2.30 at offices of Pickering, Parliament st, Kingston-upon-Hull. 
Leak and Co, Kingston-upon Hull 

Parker, Robert, Mareham-le-Fen, Lincoln, Draper. Dec 16 at 10,15 
at Red Lion Hotel, Boston. Clitherow and y, Horncastle 

Peterson, John, North Shields, Beerhouse Keeper. Dec 16 at 12% 
offices of Steel, John st, Sunderland 

Pipes, Henry, Hornin; blow, near Burton-on-Trent, Baker. Dec 11 
at 11 at offices of Wilson, Station st, Burton- on-Trent 

Priestley, William, Bradford, bane Grocer. Dec 20 at 3 at Creditor’s 
Association, Godwin st, Bradford 

Prime, William, Hanley, Stafford, Greengrocer. Dec 13 at 11 at 
Royal Hotel, Crewe. Ashmall, Hanley 

, William, Weston, Nottingham, Farmer. Dec 20 at 12 at 

Clinton Arms Hotel. Newark-upon-Trent. Bescoby, East Retford 

Roberts, Richard John, Tanygrisian, Festiniog, Merioneth, Coal 
Dealer. Dec 13 at lat Commercial Hotel, Portmadoc. Breese 
and Co, Fourcrosses, Festiniog 

Ruth, Walter Howard St, Manchester, Teacher of Gymnastics. Des 
15 at 3 at Falstaff Hotel, Market pl, Manchester. Tremewen, 
Manchester 

Schmit, Joseph, St John’s rd, Upper Holloway, Carpenter. Dec 13 
oe City rd, Islington. Popham, Vincent terrace, Isling- 


eres John, jun, Greenheys, Manchester, Painter. Dec 14 at 3 at 
offices of Mann, Cooper st, Manchester 

Showell, William, Wolverhampton, Bellows Manufacturer. Dec 21 
at 11 at offices of Shelton, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Sladen, Albert, Swansea, Boot Dealer. Dec 14 at 11 at Queen’s 
Hotel, Birmingham. Jellicoe, Swansea 

Smith, John, Columbia rd, Hackney rd, Baker. Dec 17 at 4at New 
Corn Exchange Sale Rooms, Mark lane. Hillearys and Taylor, 
Fencburch bidgs 

Snelling, Charles, Kingston-upon-Thames, Provision Dealer. Dec 
20 at 12 at offices of Moss, Gracechurch st 

Statham, James, Liverpool, Timber Merchant. 
Association Rooms, 12, Cook st, Liverpool. 


Dec 14 at 3 at Law 
Barrell and Co, Liver- 


Dec 15 at 11 at 
offices of Morris and Sons, Swan hill, Shrewsbury 

Stratford, James, Okehampton, Devon, Builder. Dec 16 at 12 at 
Chubb’s Hotel, Old Town st, Plymouth. Burd, Okehampton 

Strickland, Robert, New Windsor, Berks, Publichouse Manager. 
Dec 20 at 2 at offices of Durant, Clarence villas, Windsor 


Sutton, Edward, Manchester, Gutta Percha Manufacturer. Dec 15 
at 11 at offices of Sale and Co, Booth st, Manchester 
Tancock, Frederick, Weston-super-Mare, Coal Merchant. Dec 10 


at 12 at offices of Chapman, Grove rd, Weston super-Mare 

Thomson, Robert, Windsor, Berks. Hotel Keeper. Dec 17 at 
2 at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham street. Inderwick, Bedford 
TOW 

Thornton, James, Halifax, Grocer. Dec 15 at 3 at offices of Long- 
bottom, Carlton st, Harrison rd, Halifax 

Toombs, John, Langford, Oxford, Farmer. Dec 15 at 1.30 at the 
Crown Hotel, Faringdon. Crowdy and Son, Faringdon 

Towns, Elizabeth, Morpeth, Northumberland, Draper. Dec 15 at 2.30 
at the Traders’ Association, Grainger st W est, Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne. Brown, jun, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Trevethan, Richard, Gosforth, Cumberland. Grocer. Dec 15 at 2 at 
offices of Atter, New Lowther st, Whitehaven 

Underhill, Charles Francis, Burton-on-Trent, Architect. Dec 13 
at 12 at offices of Hawkes and Weekes, ‘emple st, Birmingham 

Waine, John, Chipping Campden, Gloucester, Innkeeper. Dec 17 at 
10.30 at the Unicorn Hotel, Moreton-in-Marsh, Barkes, Moreton- 
in-Marsh 

Ward, William, and Thomas Ward, Unsworth, Pilkington, Lan- 
caster, Farmers. Dec 17 at1l at offices of Dodds, Bolton st, 
Bury 

Weascn, Francis, Holmfirth, York, Cab Proprietor. 
offices of Iveson and Mellor, Holmfirth 

Weaver, Henry, Gloucester, Builder. Dec 23 at 11 at offices of York, 
Berkeley st, Gloucester 

Wheeler, John, Harborne, Stafford, Builder. Dec 11 at 10 30 at offices 
of Huggins and Mallard, Queen chmbrs, Colmore row, Birming- 
ham 

Wildgoose, John Lawrence, Stretford, Lancashire, Ironmonger’s 
Assistant. Dec 20 at 3 at offices of Lambert, Cross st, Manchester 

Wordsworth, Alfred, and Arthur John Whitlock, High st, Borough, 
nom Victualler. Dec 13 at 3 at offices of Nevett, Warwick ct, 
Holborr 

Wyatt, Daweed, Netherhill, Southampton, Farmer. Dec 16 at 2 at 
offices of Davis, Portland st, Southampton. Guy, Southampton 

Yeld, Henry, Northwood, Hereford, Farmer. Dec 16 at 2 at the 
Royal Oak Hotel, Leominster. Corner, Hereford 

Yeomans, James, High st, St John’s Wood, Dec 16 at 12 at offices 
of Sampson, Marylebone rd 

Young, David Forsyth, Brandon, Durham, Grocer. Deo 17 at 11 at 
offices of Proud, rket place, Bishop Auckland 


Turspay, Dee. 7, 1880. 
Allen, George William, Shrubland rd, Dalston, Traveller, Dec 24 
at 3'at offices of aig! sere Well st, Hackney 
Anderton, Shepherd, Blackburn, Lancaster, Carter, Dec 21 at 3 at 
the & St Leger Hotel, King William st, Blackburn, Withers, Black- 


Ascher, Edmund, Willisham, Suffolk, Beer seeien. Dee 31 at 2 at 
offices of Pollard, St Lawrence at, Tpswi wich 
Atkins, William Robert, Swadlincove, Leicester, Joiner. Deo 17 at 
llat ‘offices of Fisher and Co, Ashby-de-la-Zouch 


Dec 15 at 3 at 





h, Baltonsborough, Somerset, Baker. Dec 21 at 1 
offices aoe + Bulleid. or igh» st, nak 
Ball, Charles, Rothwell, Ni utcher. Dec 21 at 2 at the 
Bo Hotel, Kettering. ring 
rge Terrett, Woolastone, Gloucester, Farmer. Dec 20 at 
i ey at offices of Tove, Welsh st, Che 
Barnes, William, Edgware rd, Maida ale, "Milliner. Dec 21 at 3 at 
10, New Broad st. Vernede, New Broad st 
Barry, James, Bradford, York, Tailor. Dec 15 at 10 at offices of 
Watson and Dickons, Cheapside, Bradford 
Bellis, Charles, Hale, Cheshire, Farmer. Dec 20 at 11 at offices of 
Davies and Go, Market place, Warrington 
Bennett, Edward Russell, Buckland Newton, Dorset, Farmer. Dec 
= mo 11.30 at the King’s Arms Hotel, Dorchester. Davies, Sher- 


PM anne John Marie, Bristol, Fruit Merchant. Dec 20 at 3 at offices 
of Osborne and Co, Broad st, Bristol 

Bird, John Parker, Far Cotton, Hardingstone, Northampton, Coal 
Merchant. a "17 at 11 at offices of Jeff » Hazelwood rd, 
Northampton 

Boulton, Joe Seels, Sheffield, Chemist. Dec 17 at 2 at offices of 
Wing and Co Change - Sheffield. Machen 

Bradly, William Tyler, Elmer’s End, Kent, out of business. Dec 
22 at 2 at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Ingle and Co, 
Threadneedle st 

Broach, James, Luton, Bedford, Innkeeper. Dec 21 at 3 atthe Red 
Lion Hotel, Castle st, Luton. "Neve, Luton 

Brown, Edwin Henry, Hartington Villa, West Green, Tottenham, 
Builder. Dec 21 at 2 at offices Hanson, King st, Cheapside. Dean, 
Gresham st 

Burrows, Walter, Heigham, Wholesale Grocer. Dec 22 at 3.30 at 
the Creditors’ Association, Arthur st East, London Bridge. Kent, 
Hall Plain, Norwich 

Butterfield, James, Gateshead, Durham, Tailor. Dec 17 at 2 at 
offices of Moody, Claydon st Ww est, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Calder, Catherine Barbara, Hotwelis, Bristol, Licensed Victualler. 
Dec 21 at 2 at offices of Clark, Exchange bldgs West, Bristol. 
Hobbs, Bristol 

Campbell, Ronald Rivers, Gloucester terrace, Kensington Gent. 
Dec 13 at 2 at the Inns of Court Hotel, Holborn. Johnson, Sey- 
mour pl, Marylebone 

Chaloner, George, Wolverhampton, Road Contractor. Dec 22 at 11 
at offices of Stanley, Washington chmbrs, Queen st, Wolverhamp- 
ton. Stanley, Wolverhampton 

Constantine, enry George, Sunderland, Durham, Ironmonger. 
Dec 20 at 11 at offices of Huntly, Fawcett st, Sunderland 

Cooper, William, Rotherfield, Sussex, Dra Dec 21 at 2 at the 
= Hotel, Tunbridge W: ells. May and Co Co, Adelaide pl, London 

ridge 

Craven, Thomas, Skellgate, Ripon, Grocer. Dec 20 at 11 at offices of 
Edmundson, Ripon 

Dowling, Martin Joseph, Attercliffe, Sheffield, Builder. Dec 17 at 12 
at _— of Bedford, Queen st chambers, Sheffield. Mellor, Shef- 
fie 

Elaud, Thomas, Aldborough, York, Corn Factor. Dee 17 at3at 
Sane Hotel, Paragon st, Kingston-upon-Hull, Laverack, 
Hw 

Emmerson, John, Terrington Saint Clement, Norfolk, Builder. 
Dec 21 at 11 at offices of Whall, King’s Lynn. Palmer, Swaff- 
ham 

Erwin, Henry Bate, New Town, Great Bridge, Stafford, Publican. 
Dec 22 at 2.30 at offices of Caddick, West Bromwich 

Evans, David, Llanfairclydogan, Cardigan, Labourer. Dee 23 at 12 

Ylapham Junction, Opera Hat Manu- 


at offices of Edwards, Lampeter 

Ferry, Louis, Grant rd, 
facturer. Dec 20 at 3 at offices of Shiers, Burleigh st 

Fowler, George, Radnor st, Chelsea, Oil and Coiour Man. Dec 30 
at 2 at 37, Essex st, Strand. Cop 

German, Thomas, Kendal, Westmorland, Bootmaker. Dec 22 at 11 
at offices of Wilson. Highgate, Kendal 

Glover, George, Dewsbury, York, Boot and Shoe Maker. Dee 18 at 
10.15 at offices of Scholes and Son, Leeds rd, Dewsbury 

Hamblett, Thomas Llewellyn, Knowle, Bedminster, Somerset, 
Builder. Dec 29 at 11 at offices of Hobbs and Sinnott, Broad st, 
Bristol 


Hatswell, Horatio George, Thorverton, Devon, Farmer. Dee 17 at 
11 at offices of Searle, Queen st chambers, Queen st, Exeter 

Hawes, George Edward Fowler, Leicester, Engraver. Dee 17 at 3 
at offices of Loseby and Battiscombe, Market pl, Leicester 

Hawley, Charles Burr, Liverpool, WaterC ae Dec 20 at 2 at offices 
of Gibson and Co, South John st, Live 

Hayes, William Steele, Halesowen, W eneeeian, Solicitor. Dee 21 at 
3 at offices of Hayes, Halesowen 

Hayhurst, John Parkinson, Burnley, Lancaster, Winder, Beamer, 
and Tape Sizer. Dec 21 at 3 at Mitre Hotel, Cathedral yd, Man- 
chester. Nowell, Burnley 

Hemming, John, Witten, near Droitwich, Licensed Victualler. Dee 
17 at 11 at offices of Allen and Beauchamp, Sansome pl, Worcester 

Hindley, Jabez, Widnes, Lancaster, Boot Maker. [Dec 21 at 3 at 
offices_of Lowe, Mount pleasant, Liverpool 

Hitchen, Edward, Wolverhampton, Greengrocer. Dee 17 at 3 at 
offices of Dallow, Queen sq, Wolv erhampton 

Hodgson, Brian, Bolingbroke grove villas, Wandsworth Common, 
Clerk in the General Post Office. Dec 20 at 3 at Guildhall chmbrs, 
Basinghall st. Peddell 

Hopkinson, George, Grassmoor, Derby, Licensed Victualler, Deo 
16 at 3 at offices of Black, Church st, Chesterfield 

Howell, Charles, Pwimeyric, near Chepstow, Monmouth, Wheel- 
wright. Dec 20 at 2.30 at White Hart Inn, Chepstow. David and 
Bailhache, Newport 

Jackson, Matthew, Great Gonerby, Lincoln. Miller. Deo 23 at 22 at 
offices of ‘Thompson and Son, Grantham 

James, Lewis Albert, Norton Green, Stafford, Beerhouse Keeper. 
Deo 16 at 11 at offices of Hollingshead, Tunstal 

James, Thomas, Bread st, Mantle Manufacturer. Deo 20 at 12 at 
Mason's Hall Tavern, Mason's av enue, Basinghall st. Savidge, 
Eastcheap 








126 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 











Jarvis, Thomas, Mile = rd, Carriage Builder. Dec 20 at 12 at offices 
of Tattersall, Cheapside 
Johnson, William Ji mn, Sunderland, Durham, Innkeeper. Dec !8 
at 11 offices of Storey, John st, Sunderland — 
Jones, William Frederick, Birmingham, Provision Dealer. Dec 20 
at 3 at offices of Jacques, Temple row, Birmingham 
Kennedy, James, — Woodman. Dec 24 at 12 at offices of Thorne, 
Castle st, Barnstaple 
Kettle, George, Guilden Sutton, Chester, Boot Maker. Dec 20 at 1 
at Lamb Hotel, Nantwich. Churton : ? 
King, James, Graig, Pontypridd, Engineer. Dec 18 at 2 at Victoria 
Hotel, Pontypridd. Cooke, Pontypridd 
Kirk, Thomas Rhodes, Wakefield, York, Saddler. Dec 17 at 3 at 
offices of Kemp, Barstow sq, Wakefield 
Kirkham, Edward, Leeds, York, Provision Dealer. Dec 21 at 3 at 
the Creditors’ Association, 32, Park row, Leeds : : 
Latham, Priscilla, Titford, nr Oldbury, Worcester, Licensed Vic- 
tualler. Dec 17 at 11 at offices of Forrest, Church st, Oldbury 
Leach. Alexander, Tong, Salop, Licensed Victualler. Dec 21 at 3 at 
offices of Willcock, Queen’s chmbrs, North st, Wolverhampton 
Lewry, Stephen, Staplefield, Cuckfield, Sussex, Poultry Dealer. 
Dec 23 at 11.30 at offices of Waugh, Cuckfield 
Lloyd, John, Priory mews, Kilburn, Stone Merchant. Dec 20 at 2 
at offices of Tilley and Soames, Finsbury pavement 
Maltas, Frank, Birstal, York, Boot and Shoe Maker. Dec 16 at3 
at the Queen Hotel, Heckmondwike. Mitcheson, Heckmondwike 
Martin, Emma Maria, Southampton, Schoolmistress. Dec 15 at 4 at 
offices of Watts, Albion pl, Southampton. Staniland, Southamp- 
ton 
McCarthy, John Joseph, Clerkenwell green, Timber Merchant. Dec 
15 at 3 at offices of cabins. Finsbury pavement 
MelIlquham, Alexander, Haughton, Lancaster, Engineer, Dec 20 at 
3 “ the Clarence Hotel, Piccadilly, Manchester. Drinkwater, 
Hyde 
Milisrship, Thomas, Hereford, Coal Merchant. Dec 21 at 11.30 at 
the Hop Market Hotel, Worcester. Corner, Hereford 
Millineux, William, Liscard, Cheshire, Slater. Dec 16 at 2 at offices 
of Thompson and Simm, Hamilton sq, Birkenhead 
Morgan, Robert, Ryde, Isle of Wight, Butcher. Dec 13 at 3 at 
offices of Fardell, Cambrian House Offices, Ryde 
Newman, Charles Frederick, Chacely, Worcester, Ironmonger. 
Dec 20 at 3 at offices of Pruen, Regent st, Cheltenham 
Oldham, Esther, and Elizabeth Oldham, Balderton, Nottingham, 
Farmers. Dec 21 at 12 at offices of Newton and Wallis, Kirkgate, 
Newark-upon-Trent 
Pearce, Samuel, Brougham rd, Acton, Coal Merchant. Dec 21 at 3 
at offices of Wooll and Co, Bouverie st, Fleet st 


Pickles, Joseph, Bradford, York, Weaving Overlooker. Dec 22 at 
11 at offices of Terry and Co, Market st, Bradford 
Pidcock, George, Bakewell, Derby, Grocer. Dec 23 at 2.30 at offices 


of Goodwin, Spring gardens, Buxton 

Poole, Charles Gare Mare st, Hackney, Grocer. Dec 16 at 2 at 
offices of Layton and Co, Budge row 

Powell, Adolphus, Great James st, Hoxton, Licensed Victualler. 
Dec 28 at 2 at offices of Nash and Field, Queen st, Cheapside 

Pyle, Andrew, and John William Ellis, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, 
Wholesale Druggists. Dec 16 at 2 at the Law Society, Royal- 
arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Hoyle and Co, Newcastle-upon- 


Tyne 

Radcliffe, Bramley, Samuel Torkington, and William Edmunds 
Hyde, Denton, Lancaster, Hat Manufacturers. Dec 23 at3 at 
offices of Boote and Edgar, Booth st, Manchester 

Rickett, James, Dockwell lane, Hounslow, Hay and Straw Dealer. 
Dec 16 at 12 at Royal Hotel, Slough. Bullock and Penny, Great 
Berkhamsted 

Rogerson, George, Thurnham, near Lancaster, Farmer. Dec 16 at 
2 at Royal Oak Hotel, Garstang. Clarke, Preston 

Sanderson, William Henry, Lockwood, Huddersfield, Dyer. 
at 3 at offices of Learoyd and Co, Buxton rd, Huddersfield 

Scarfe, Waiter, Raydon terrace, Wandsworth, Builder. Dec 17 at 3 
at Law Institution, Chancery lane. Cordwell, Serjeant’s inn, 
Chancery lane 

Searly, Edward, Portsea, Hants, Baker. Dec 22 at 12 at offices of 
Ford and Son, Saint Thomas’ st, Portsmouth 

Shackleton, George, Padiham, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler 
Dec 21 at 2 at the George and Dragon, Church st, Padiham. Hodg- 
son, Burnley 

Simpson, John, Flamborough, York, Bricklayer. Dec 16 at 3 at the 
Britannia Hotel, Prince st, Bridlington Quay. Richardson, 
Scarborough 

Smith, Edward, Knottingley, York, Farmer. Dec 21 at 2 at offices of 
Foster and Raper, Ropergate, Pontefract 

Smith, Richard, Grindale, York, Farmer. Dec 20 at 3 at the Black 
Lion Hotel, Bridlington. Richardson, Bridlington 

Soden, Frederick, East Hadden, Northampton, Carpenter. Dec 18 at 
12 at offices of Banks, Bradshaw st, Northampton 

Spence, Matthew, Shadwell, York, Builder, Dec 20 at 3 at offices of 
Simpson and Burrell, Albion st, Leeds 

Stevens, William, Carnarvon, Auctioneer. Dec 21 at 1 at Queen’s 
Hote’, Chester. Hayward, Carnarvon 

Stewart, John, Clacton-on-Sea, Essex, Greengrocer. Dec 20 at 12 at 
George Hotel, Colchester. Sutthery, Clacton-on-Sea 

Still, Henry Holt, Glenfield terrace, New Wandsworth, out of 
business. Dec 23 at 2 at Guildhall Coffee house, Gresham st. 
Keene and Co, Mark lane 

Taylor, Douglas John, Burnham, Somerset, Journeyman Butcher. 

¢ 21 at 3 at Barling’s George Hotel, Highbridge, near Bridge. 

water. Brice, Burnham 

Taylor, Philip Newton, Ore, near Hastings, Grocer. 
at Creditor’s Association, Arthur st East. 
Hastings 

Teather, Reuben, Eckington, Derby, Draper. Dec 20 at 11 at Star 
Hotel, Chesterfield. Stanton, Chesterfield 

Thomas, Samuel, Bristol, out of business. Dec 20 at 12 at offices 
Beckingham, Broad st, Bristol 


Dec 20 


Dec 17 at 11.30 
Davenport and Co, 


Dec 17 at 3 at 





Tinker, Joseph, Huddersfield, Tailor. Dec 20 at 12 at offices of 
Barnsle; 

Southcott, Post Office st, ‘ord circus, Exeter. Hartnoll 
Waton, John, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, Greengrocer. Dec 15 at3 
Watts, Thomas, dsworth, Stafford, Baker. 

offices of Taylor, Colmore row, Birm'ngham 

illiam, Cornford grove, Balham. Oil and Colour Mer. 
Dec 23 at 1 at offices of Dubois, Serjeant’s inn, Chancery 
Wilcox, Elijah, Coseley, Stafford, of no occupation. 

offices of Stokes and Hi , Priory st, Dudley 

the Traders’ Association, Grainger st West, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Richardson, Newcastle-upon-Tyn: 

at offices of Ainley and Hall, New st, Huddersfield 
Wilson, Enos, Birmingham, Grocer. Dec 18 at 11 at offices of Green, 

4 
Wood, William, Stretford, Lancaster, Grocer. Dec 21 at 3 at offices 
of Hankinson, Manchester 

monger. Dec 20 at 12 at ’ offices of Gaches, Cathedral gateway. 

Peterborough 

Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 

Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, with the 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘the most nutritious, perfectly digestibla 
beverage fer Breakfast, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable for 


Dec. 11, 1880. 
Gray, Eastgate 'y 
Tuck, Albion, Sidbury, Devon, Labourer. Dec 18 at 12 at offices of 
at offices of Dra} ', Finkle st, Stockton-on-Tees 
Dec 17 at 11 at 
Willi 
lane. Maynard, Clifford’s inn 
Wilkinson, Ralph, Great Lumley, Durham, Grocer. Dec 20 at 12 at 
e 
Willans, Frederick Brumfitt, Huddersfield, Upholsterer. Dec 23 at 3 
Ann st, Birmingham 
Wright, Frederick Hibling, Peterborough, Northampton, Fish- 
E] 
SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 
excess of fat extracted. 
Invalids aad Children.” 


Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits all palates, 
keeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength of cocoas 
THICKENED yet WEAKENED with starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER: 
than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful to a Breake 
fast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

CocoaTINA A LA VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, cheapest. 
bi tne Chocolate, and niay be taken when richer chocolate is pro— 

ibited. 

In tin packets at 1s, 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists and Grocers, 

Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCH WEITZER & CO., 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 


MR. G. H. JONES, 


SURGEON DENTIST, 
57, GREAT RUSSELL STREET, LONDON 
(Opposite the British Museum), 


Will be gladto orward his Pampblet on Painless Dentistry, frec,. 
enclosed by post, which explains the most unique system ot the adjust- 
ment of ARTIFICIAL TEETH without pain. 


CONSULTATION FREE FROM 10 TO 5. 


EDE AND 50N 


ROBE Bay MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bench. 
Corporation of London, &c, 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS, 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 


CORPORATION ROBES UNIVERSITY S CLERGY GOWNS, &¢ 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
| AS sees Conveyancing Olerkship required 


by a Gentleman of considerable experience. Competent to 
conduct without Supervision. Highest references.—Mr. W., care 
of George Reader, Esq., 23, Holborn-viaduct, E.C. 


AW.—An Experienced and Trustworthy Olerk 
(single), desires an immediate Engagement. He is a skilled 
Conveyancer, can take charge of part of that business, and carry 
through intricate matters. Neat and accurate Draftsman. Steady 
and industrious. Sal: £65.—Address, Fipxs, Mr. Vickers, 29, . 
King-street, Newcastle, Staffordshire. 


W ANTED, by a Solicitor (lately admitted), a 
Clerkship in a well-established town or country firm, Ex- 
perience chief object.—Address, F., 129, Gower-street. 


R. MEADOWS, of Bond-court-chambers, Wal- 

brook, London, Solicitor, Author “of “ Questions on Con- 
veyancing and Property Law,” continues to Read Privately 
with Articled Clerks preparing for the Intermediate, Final, and 
Honours Examinations. 


O TRUSTEES and Others.—A very well-secured 
Freehold Ground Rent of £2,000 per annum, in one collection, 
to be Sold to pay 44 per cent.—Princi or their Solicitors only can 


























Thorpe. George, Lincoln, Builder. Dec 22 at 3 at offices of Toynbee 
and Co, Bank st, Lincoln 


apply by lett to Wriu1am Roszrts, Esq., 35, Elmore-street, 
Islington, 


